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Abstract

Robert Pippin has long defended the Hegelian ‘satisfactions
of self-consciousness’ against virtually all attacks, including

Heidegger's. He now concedes in a striking reversal that

‘Heidegger is right’. Pippin diagnoses his past allegiance to

the Western rationalist tradition culminating in Hegel as

resting on ‘a misplaced confidence in the inescapably self-

reflective character of any orientation or attunement to the

meaningfulness of Being’. What were once the satisfactions

of self-consciousness have become its dissatisfactions. But

does Pippin's presentation of the rationalist position ulti-

mately make it too easy for Heidegger to topple it? Will the

rationalist impulse, interpreted more charitably, rest

undisturbed by Pippin's Heideggerian challenge? I identify

three assumptions Pippin's Heidegger makes about the role

of reason in our orientation towards the world. If these

assumptions are considered not only optional but falsifying

by any sound rationalist, this will damage the power of Pip-

pin's Heidegerrian critique. For it is only against the back-

ground of a credible picture of the presence of reason in

human life that the dissatisfactions of self-consciousness

can emerge to reveal a genuine alternative.

Heidegger's confrontation with Kant and German Idealism is a long-standing lacuna in his reception. Few have what

it takes to brave these treacherous waters. The appearance of Robert Pippin's much anticipated new book, The Cul-

mination: Heidegger, German Idealism, and the Fate of Philosophy, marks the arrival of the first nearly comprehensive
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reading of this central and challenging dimension of Heidegger's project. Since the 1989 publication of his seminal

Hegel's Idealism: The Satisfactions of Self-Consciousness, Pippin has of course been the leading proponent of Hegel's

philosophy on the contemporary scene. This has included defending Hegel's position doggedly against those recur-

ring attacks which have fuelled the roughly two centuries of European philosophy since Hegel's death. Pippin's

readers will know well that he has long taken Heidegger's criticism seriously even if he has hitherto remained

unpersuaded by it. Yet Pippin concedes in this new book, in a palpably elegiac tone, that “Heidegger is right” after

all? (Pippin, 2024, pg. 181) The Hegelians are appalled by his betrayal. The Heideggerians are welcoming him to the

dark side. Pippin's Kehre is clearly a significant moment in this generation's reception of post-Kantian philosophy.

Pippin diagnoses his past scepticism about Heidegger's critique of Hegel and his role in modern metaphysics as

resting on ‘a misplaced confidence in the inescapably self-reflective character of any orientation or attunement to

the meaningfulness of Being’. (Pippin, 2024, pg. 68) What were once the satisfactions of self-consciousness have

become its dissatisfactions. I want to raise some questions about how to understand this ‘self-reflective character’, a
phrase which is meant to signal the fundamentally rationalist character of Hegel's conception of our orientation

towards the world. My interest is the viability of Heidegger's attack on rationalism. The worry I explore in what follows

is that Pippin's presentation of the rationalist position makes it too easy for Heidegger to topple it, in which case the

Greek rationalist impulse, interpreted more charitably, will rest undisturbed by Heidegger's challenge. Before I turn

directly to this worry in §2, let me first offer some preliminaries. I propose for the sake of this discussion to treat

Pippin's Hegel, a controversial figure, as the true Hegel. Furthermore I won't here raise any serious exegetical questions

about Pippin's representation of Heidegger. My chief focus in what follows is to consider the challenge that Pippin

offers us, in Heidegger's name, to Hegel and the tradition of Western rationalism more generally.

1 | HEGELIAN DOGMATISM

Pippin pits the Hegelian culmination against Heidegger's alternative, the metaphysics of finitude. The two opposing

positions can be set out in terms of the following tri-partite sets of commitments.

Hegel's culmination

• The meaning of being is rational intelligibility.

• Beings present themselves to us primarily as objects of judgment or cognition.

• Philosophy is infinite pure thinking.

Heidegger's alternative

• The meaning of being is time, understood as contingent thrownness into a historical world.

• Beings present themselves to us primarily in terms of how they matter.

• Philosophy is finite poetic thinking.

Heidegger's first and primary objection to Hegel, according to Pippin, is a charge of dogmatism. To be, for Hegel,

is to be rationally intelligible. But Hegel proceeds with this commitment dogmatically, for it is nowhere demon-

strated. In his insistent resolve to take the logos, understood as discursive rationality, as the arbiter of being, Hegel

neglects so much as to raise the question of whether rational intelligibility is the meaning of being.

One short Hegelian argument in defence of this purported ‘neglect’ runs as follows. To render something intelli-

gible, on the Hegelian view, is to exercise one's power of discursive rationality, canonically expressed in the predica-

tive judgment. To be an object of predicative judgment is to be a determinate entity, one thing not another. ‘Being’,
no genus, is not a possible object of predicative judgment, for it has no contrast. So being is not available to
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discursive rationality. If this is right, it follows that the predicative judgment, Hegel's sin qua non of intelligibility, has

no theme or topic in being (or its meaning), for there is simply nothing determinate there for predicative judgment to

engage.

This Hegelian short argument sets Heidegger up to correct Hegel by pointing out something he seems to have

failed to appreciate, the difference in the kind or form of generality between an ordinary universal and the peculiar

(‘infinitely different’) universality of being.1 Hegel may be prepared to acknowledge that being is no genus. But he

concludes that this ‘indeterminate immediate’, at least understood as such, fails to deliver a genuine topic.2 Heideg-

ger rejoins that if being is indeed not the highest genus, then there is nothing in the order of a thing there, or a gen-

eral characteristic of a thing, to be sure. From this, however, we can only conclude that the relevant topic is not

graspable in the way one grasps things, delimiting them from others. Being rather calls for an alternative form of

interrogation. The short Hegelian argument in effect already assumes a ready-made answer (rational intelligibility) to

a question (what is the meaning of being?) that Heidegger is at least prepared to raise, as a question, in the opening

of Being and Time and indeed throughout his writings. Hence, Heidegger's charge of dogmatism.

It is not hard to feel dissatisfied having reached this stage of the exchange. Many commentators are prone, fol-

lowing Heidegger himself, to charge mighty dead philosophers (e.g. Hegel) for failing to register that being is not a

being (ontological difference), often as an entrée into revelling in purported puzzles and paradoxes of trying to say

anything at all of being.3 I won't pretend here to have considered the Hegelian short argument and Heidegger's

rejoinder at the level of depth that they deserve. However, Pippin's rich discussion in chapter eight of The Culmina-

tion of the Hegelian doctrine of judgment (as opposed to the mere proposition) and the theory of ‘interanimated

pure concepts’ promises to move this phase of the Auseinandersetzung forward, certainly past the relative stalemate

that the short argument above provokes.4

A far more direct and fertile expression of Heidegger's dogmatism charge is provided by Pippin in the following

programmatic passage:

‘Why have we not asked ourselves whether this (let us say as shorthand, determinately standing

being as thinkability) should be assumed to be the orientation of any inquiry about the meaning of

being qua being? What grounds justify such an orientation? Is it possible that a finite, mortal being

can understand itself as an in-principle, completely self-knowing being with respect to the fundamen-

tal issues of first philosophy? If the question is the meaning of being as such, it must mean the mean-

ing available for the one being open to that question, and that being is not rightly understood as

exclusively self-consciousness, a pure thinking being, but as a living, finite, being – what Heidegger

calls Dasein – and the task of first philosophy must be reformulated in the light of the analysis of that

being, a Daseinsanalytic. So, instead of a Phenomenology of Spirit, culminating in the self-knowing of

a Science of Logic, we need a metaphysics of Dasein.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 11)

Pippin's call for an existentialist reanimation of metaphysics is supported by what I'll call the Stimmung argument, to

which I now turn.

2 | THE STIMMUNG ARGUMENT

Pippin's reconstruction of the critical argument for the Heideggerian alternative over the Hegelian package runs

roughly as follows. How beings matter is available only through attunement (Stimmung). Attunements are not ratio-

nally thinkable. So, how beings matter is not rationally thinkable. My discussion of this argument is organised around

the following three questions. What assumptions about thinkability are contained in the second premise? Must the

rationalist accept these assumptions? What is it about attunements that make them unthinkable?
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My concern is that Pippin's Heidegger risks making it too easy for this argument to work, which will compromise

its persuasive power. More specifically, I am worried the conception of thinkability in that second premise is overly

narrow. If so, the claim that attunements fall outside the rationally thinkable risks sounding like a piece of Heidegger-

ian dogmatism (or at least, implausible stipulation) rather than a serious challenge to rationalism.

We can approach my concern by considering more closely the second piece of the Hegelian tri-partite package

above, that beings present themselves primarily as objects of judgment. This is a commitment at once about how

things originally or fundamentally present themselves and about the comportment (judgment, or assertion, or cogni-

tion) suitable for them presenting themselves that way. This second piece of the package is absolutely crucial on

Pippin's reading if I understand him. For the Hegelian rationalist, our primary relation to the world must be under-

stood in terms that are adapted to the demands of rational intelligibility. Our comportment must always already con-

form to the requirements of rational intelligibility, or at least already be shaped to be made rationally intelligible in

term of those requirements. Otherwise our comportment would fail to provide the foothold for the philosophical

account of rational intelligibility to find application, in which case philosophy would not be in a position to rationally

redeem that comportment. The idea that rational intelligibility is the meaning of being would consequently be

threatened.

Now this second piece of the package looks like a phenomenological claim about how things ‘show up’. So with

regard to things showing up as mattering, the rationalist claim would be that things matter to us insofar as what

matters presents itself as material for cognition and so is rationally thinkable. But that looks like bad phenomenology.

Here is Pippin's representing Heidegger's point:

‘If, say, the cleanliness of a room matters to one, one will have a belief that it is important, but it

mattering in the first place is a matter of finding untidy rooms irritating or anxious-making, and feeling

contented when the room is tidied. These are not mere emotional reactions but how the beings in the

world itself originally show up.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 41)

‘Anyone for whom anything matters knows that such mattering cannot be understood as the result

of any prior reflection on what ought to matter.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 45)

‘What it is like for ‘being’ to come to matter as it does is not as the result of the application of the

concept of mattering.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 86)

In these passages Heidegger's rationalist target is presented as endorsing what I'll call the reflectivist assumption

(‘RA’). According to RA, for something to matter to one is for it to be the result of prior reflection or the self-

conscious application of the concept of mattering (in, for example, a belief that something matters). This is an

assumption about how what matters presents itself. But it is also an assumption, I want to suggest, about what it

takes for what matters to be rationally intelligible. Must the rationalist accept RA? One can have reasons for some-

thing mattering without having ever reasoned one's way into it mattering, or even self-consciously holding beliefs

about its importance. Often the reasons only come out when one finds oneself asking oneself, ‘why does this matter

to me?’ If that is right, pointing out that mattering does not require reflection or the application of the concept of

mattering is not going to dissuade the rationalist, for she will reject RA as an overly intellectualised conception

of how reason can be involved in mattering. For what matters to be rationally intelligible does not require prior

reflection on what ought to matter. And once the reflectivist assumption is dropped, attunements no longer look so

rationally unthinkable.

In another series of passages, Heidegger's rationalist target is presented as endorsing a second assumption,

what one might call the third-personal list-of-assertions assumption, or the ‘list of assertions assumption’ for

short (‘LA’):
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‘If we ask ‘what it meant’ to a person that his circle of friends all died in a war, we do not expect a list

of assertions.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 72)

‘In phenomenological terms, what it is like to strive or fail or love or hate, what it is like for a world to

bear on the possible course of a life, are all not available for reflection third-personally or by observa-

tion or by interviewing people.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 71)

LA is the assumption that the way reason is involved in mattering must be capturable by a list of assertions available

to be understood from a standpoint of third-personal observation. That looks phenomenologically hopeless, so what

matters, argues Pippin's Heidegger, is not rationally thinkable. But must the rationalist accept LA? The sound ratio-

nalist will say, not implausibly, that the meaning of his circle of friends dying in a war can be expressed in some kind

of account. This accounting, if apt, would make sense of the meaning of the loss for that person and potentially for

others. It would show his grief, and perhaps his guilt, to be an intelligible, even fitting, mode of response to the world

as he finds it. The account would ring true if it revealed considerations that speak to the grief, if it gave expression to

a sense of loss, arising out of an intensity of engagement, that is liable to be a part of human life, recognisable to

anyone who lives such a life. LA for the sound rationalist looks not only optional but a distortion of the way what

matters can be rendered rationally intelligible. Once LA is dropped, attunements look less ‘safe’, less insulated, from
the rationally thinkable.

In a third series of passages, Heidegger's rationalist target is presented as endorsing what one might call the

voluntarist agency assumption (VA). For one example, Pippin says:

‘We cannot engineer, bring about, or convince ourselves that we ought to have any such attunement,

and thereby bring it about.’ (Pippin, 2024, pg. 98)5

According to VA, the sense of agency at work in reason's involvement in mattering is a project of engineering, con-

vincing ourselves, or rationally controlling what matters to us. While VA clearly speaks to Heidegger's thoughts on

the predatory character of modern subjectivity, it seems patently to distort the way things ordinarily matter to

us. Must the sound rationalist accept VA? She could plausibly reject it in favour of an alternative and more plausible

non-voluntarist conception of rational agency. On such a view the characteristic sense of agency at work in our living

rapport with what matters consists in the mattering being expressive of one's engagement with the world. Consider,

as an example, the felt loss of this kind of agency for the person living self-consciously with obsessive compulsive

disorder (with ‘insight’ as the psychiatrists say). She feels that the unstraight lines everywhere don't really matter to

her. But she can't help them from being salient, can't help but tune into what shows up as a pervasive and out-

of-control disorder. When she does engineer that she ought not to have such an attunement, perhaps following the

advice of the traditional rationalist, she would presumably do so not by constructing a proof but by taking medication

to rid herself of the salience of the crooked – this blip or surd of mattering. Here she is treating her attunement as a

pathology, that is, as not up to her in the relevant sense. It figures in her life as a kind of brute fact to be manipulated

or managed. Contrast the way she genuinely tunes into what matters, as she might put it, when inhabiting her stance

on what matters, from which what matters is expressive of, and responsive to, what she finds worth mattering. What

matters here does not figure in her life as a brute fact. What matters figures in her life rather as something in which

she participates. One mark of this sense of participation is that the question ‘Why does this matter?’ finds an appli-

cation. Even if she doesn't have an answer to this question, she is responsive to it. Her responsiveness to the ques-

tion is plausibly internal to her participation in what matters, which, on the sound rationalist's view, marks the

difference between what genuinely matters to her and what her OCD condition presents as mattering.6

This non-voluntarist sense of agency is also at work in the more classical rational attitudes such as belief, which

further tells against VA. VA not only distorts the place of reason in mattering, it distorts the place of reason in belief.

Consider the sad father who tries to ‘engineer’ or ‘convince himself’ to believe that his long missing child is still alive
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but, in the end, can't pull it off due to the weight of the prevailing evidence. His belief that his child is dead, precisely

by being up to him in the relevant sense — that is, responsive to his take on things — proves unsusceptible to his

engineering efforts. He sustains his genuinely held belief despite his attempt to ‘get himself’ to believe what he

doesn't believe. For the sound rationalist, there is an ‘up to me’ here, what one might call a spontaneity of rational

agency, but it is not the attempt to engineer or manipulate one's view of the world.7 Accordingly, if the sound ratio-

nalist about mattering can disavow VA, pointing out that what matters is not under one's voluntary control will fail

to persuade her that attunements fall outside the rationally thinkable.

In sum, if the above three assumptions about reason's involvement in mattering are distortions of the place of

reason in our attunements, at least on the sound rationalist's view, then revealing these assumptions as false to the

phenomenology of mattering won't carry much weight against the idea that attunements are rationally thinkable. For

the sound rationalist rejects these assumptions no less than the Heideggerian. For her, reason is involved in

mattering from the first-person standpoint of lived mattering without requiring a pervasive self-conscious reflection,

without making lists of assertions, and without engineering.

Now here the traditional rationalist as presented by Pippin's Heidegger may reply that these purportedly implau-

sible assumptions do not amount to phenomenological or descriptive claims about what it is like for reason to be

involved in mattering. According to this reply, Socrates, Kant, and Hegel (say) knew full well that in ordinary life

things can and do matter to people in more or less thoughtful and reason-responsive ways without an obsessive

rational reflection, without making lists, and without engineering. But what really matters can only be the result of

rational reflection, ultimately to be vindicated by philosophy. Likewise what really matters is only what can be cap-

tured by a list of assertions available from the standpoint of third-personal observation, suitable to the lofty position

of philosophical theory. Likewise what really matters is only what is susceptible to rational ‘engineering’, the philo-

sophical basis for which is articulable by moral theory, or a philosophy of right, and so on. The above rationalist

assumptions about the involvement of reason in how things matter are, on this reading, more like normative require-

ments on what it is for something to matter at all. It is hardly news to the traditional rationalist, so construed, that

the rationalist assumptions she imposes amount to distortions of the role of reason in our ordinary phenomenology

of mattering.

While such a reply is certainly available to the traditional rationalist, it would leave us with a rather unsatisfying

case of philosophers talking past one another. After all, the points about ‘what it is like’ for things to matter in Pip-

pin's passages cited above start to look like they have little bearing on or relevance to the traditional rationalist pro-

ject. Those passages are supposed to show us, or at least remind us, that attunements are not rationally thinkable, at

least on the traditional rationalist's conception of rational thinkability. But according to the reply I've just canvassed,

that's already common ground. I've been concerned that the traditional rationalist misrepresents the role of reason

in what matters, so the argument that attunements are not rationally thinkable in effect attacks a strawman. But if

the traditional rationalist is putting forward a revisionary proposal about how we ought to attune ourselves, then the

acknowledgment of what it is like for the things to matter ‘on the ground’ is the presupposed background for their

revisionary proposal. In that case, phenomenologically apt descriptions of our attunement to what matters, even

ones that more accurately accommodate the role of reason in such attunements, are beside the point.

Let me close by proposing a more productive way forward. Suppose we drop the three bad assumptions about

reason's involvement in mattering so that the second premise of the argument, that attunements are not rationally

thinkable, do not depend on them. This at least puts the rationalist and Heidegger in the same philosophical conver-

sation, one where both sides agree that getting the phenomenology of mattering right is crucial. My sound rationalist

thinks that the above assumptions purportedly made by the traditional rationalist about how reason is involved in

mattering are a fantasy. Once we see how reason can be involved in mattering without the fantasy, then the ques-

tions Pippin places at the heart of the Heideggerian agenda can find a reformulated, more fertile, hearing. What is it

about our orientation to what matters that resists the sound rationalist's conception of intelligibility? What is it about

our being thrown into a particular historical world, understood as an original source of meaning, that calls for a new

kind of thinking beyond what we've inherited from the rationalist metaphysical tradition? Only against the
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background of a credible picture of the presence of reason in human life can the dissatisfactions of self-

consciousness emerge to reveal a genuine alternative.8

ENDNOTES
1 See Heidegger's Identity and Difference, pg. 66.
2 Hegel, The Science of Logic, pg. 58: ‘Das Seyn ist das unbestimmte Unmittelbare.’
3 I propose by contrast that Heidegger's writings allow us identify and explain various kinds of intelligible structure in the

theme of being, distinct from the determinacy of entities, without which we would not understand the sense and signifi-

cance of the ontological difference. See my essay on ‘Sein’ in The Cambridge Heidegger Lexicon, ed. Mark Wrathall,

Cambridge University Press, 2021.
4 Pippin's discussion of shopping for fruit (pg. 187) in the penultimate chapter is one of the many highlights of the book.

Pippin's thorough statement (pre-Kehre) of the mature Hegelian position appeared in his Hegel's Realm of Shadows: Logic as

Metaphysics in The Science of Logic (2018, University of Chicago Press). See pg. 185 of this book for his discussion of a ver-

sion of what I call the short argument above.
5 Further passages such as at pg. 39 and pg. 121 assert a supposed link between reason and a sense of voluntary control,

power, or influence.
6 At times Pippin's vision of our thrownness into what matters can sound a bit like the plane door has broken off mid-flight

and we are all hurled into the opening. See, for one example, footnote 8 on page 34 of Pippin (2024). In the following two

passages from §29 of Being and Time, Heidegger makes clear his view that we let things matter to us, that this mattering is

not typically self-reflective but is nonetheless reflexive:

‘Under the strongest pressure and resistance, nothing like an affect would come about…if being in the world, with its

attunement, had not already submitted itself (sich schon angewiesen) to having intraworldly entities matter to it in a way

which attunements have outlined in advance.’ (Heidegger: 1962, 177; my emphasis).

‘An attunement not only discloses Dasein in its throwness and its submission to that world which is already disclosed with

its own being; it is itself the existential kind of being in which Dasein constantly surrenders itself to the world and lets the

world matter to it.’ (Heidegger: 1962, 178; my emphasis).

I have tried to make some sense of these and related passages in my ‘Moods as Active’ in Normativity, Meaning, and the

Promise of Phenomenology, eds. Matthew Burch, Jack Marsh, and Irene McMullin, Routledge (2019).
7 For one version of this distinction in contemporary philosophy, see Pamela Hieronymi, ‘Two Kinds of Agency’ in Mental

Actions, eds. Lucy O'Brien and Matthew Soteriou, Oxford University Press (2009).
8 Some material in this essay was presented in draft form at the excellent meeting in Potsdam devoted to the book. I am

grateful to Thomas Khurana for organising the meeting and to the other participants for illuminating discussion, especially

Anthony Bruno, Andrea Kern, Denis McManus, and Robert himself for his generous reaction and for his invaluable

correspondence.
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Abstract

Robert Pippin's new book, The Culmination, examines

Heidegger's reading and critique of Kant and Hegel. Since Pip-

pin is perhaps best known as one of the most influential con-

temporary advocates for the importance of engaging with the

difficult work of Hegel in particular, it will no doubt surprise

quite a few of his readers that, on some fundamental points,

the book concludes that “Heidegger is right” (p. xi). In the pre-

sent piece, I explore some intriguing issues that Pippin's book

raises. Although the disagreement between his principal

parties is obviously central to his discussion, my main focus is

on a possible point of important agreement that that discus-

sion also opens up, in light of which Heidegger might be fruit-

fully interpreted as pursuing a variant of a Kantian/Hegelian

project, though this will also lead me to make a number of crit-

ical points about Pippin's reading of Heidegger: although there

are grounds for thinking that Pippin's Heidegger does sub-

scribe to such a project, some of the considerations that Pip-

pin advances in arguing that “Heidegger is right” sit

uncomfortably—it seems to me—with that project.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Robert Pippin's new book, The Culmination, examines Heidegger's reading and critique of Kant and Hegel. Since Pip-

pin is perhaps best known as one of the most influential contemporary advocates for the importance of engaging
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with the difficult work of Hegel in particular, it will no doubt surprise quite a few of his readers that, on some funda-

mental points, the book concludes ‘Heidegger is right’ (C xi, cf. 181).1 In what follows, I will explore some intriguing

issues that Pippin's book raises. Although the disagreement between his principal parties is obviously central to his

discussion, my main focus is on a possible point of important agreement that that discussion also opens up, in light

of which Heidegger might be fruitfully interpreted as pursuing a variant of a Kantian/Hegelian project, though this

will also lead me to make a number of critical points about Pippin's reading of Heidegger.2

The Culmination is rich and complex and my response to it here brief and partial; and although I address other

issues it raises in a companion piece to the present article, to which on occasion I will refer, there is still much in Pip-

pin's book that is fascinating but upon which I have been unable to touch in either piece.

2 | THE LOGICAL PREJUDICE

A central claim of Pippin's book is that Heidegger is right to fault Kant and Hegel for weddedness to ‘what [Daniel]

Dahlstrom has called “the logical prejudice” (C 48)3—hereafter LP. Pippin articulates this prejudice in a number of

ways. It holds that ‘the primary availability of being [is] to discursive thinking’—a commitment to ‘what Heidegger

calls “logic,” or the centrality of judgment as the main vehicle of intelligibility in our access to beings'—and this brings

in its wake ‘a commitment to the view that … the actuality of the actual, or the real essence of anything, is what can

be grasped conceptually’, ‘that only what is fit to be the content of an assertion can count as a being’ (C ix,

121, 8, 48).

Ultimately, Pippin will propose that the influence of this prejudice—the implications of which are pushed to a

tumultuous ‘culmination’ in Hegel—is remarkably wide, ‘all enterprises in philosophy as such, including those in the

twenty-first century, … still subscrib[ing]’ to the LP (C xii). But Pippin believes that Heidegger shows the ‘insuffi-
ciency’ of its ‘measure of the real’—its ‘dogmatic’, ‘question-begging’ ‘identification of being with knowability’
(C 99, xi, xii, x)—by showing, for example, that the forms of understanding upon which the LP fixates themselves rest

on further forms of understanding that they cannot capture. Specifically, ‘conceptualizing thinking’ presupposes a

prior disclosure of entities as meaningful; but such a ‘ultimate source’ or ‘horizon’ ‘of meaningfulness … [which] ori-

ents Dasein … cannot be determinately discriminated’: ‘we cannot … make sense of [it] theoretically, or directly artic-

ulate’ it (C 8, 20, 45).

3 | QUESTIONS OF BEING AND OF THE MEANING OF BEING

A striking feature of Pippin's reading is his identification of Heidegger's Question of Being with what one could call a

‘Question of the Meaning of Being’ (QB and QMB hereafter). Heidegger identifies being as ‘that which determines

entities as entities, that on the basis of which entities are already understood’ (SZ 6, quoted at C 60); and it is the lat-

ter clause that provides the focus for Pippin's distinctive gloss on ‘Heidegger's question’:

In the following, I will be relying heavily on this construal of Heidegger's project—that at its centre is

[a] concern with the availability of beings in their significance, that this is what he is after in asking for

the meaning of Being: its meaningfulness. (C 47)

‘Heidegger's question is not “what is there?” but “what allows” beings to be manifest?’—this being ‘the “first”
question all philosophy must be oriented from—the possible availability of anything at all’ (C 60, 217). So while a

work like Aristotle's Metaphysics takes as its focus a ‘science of being qua being’ (1928: 1003a21-22), Heidegger's

focus is ‘the availability of being qua being’ (C 217).4
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I think it is not altogether clear how we are to understand Pippin's claim about ‘Heidegger's question’.5 It would

seem wrong to set our faces against the notion that, in answering Pippin's QMB, something recognizably like meta-

physics might end up getting done. Pursuing this QMB is meant to lead to a ‘renew[al of] metaphysics on a proper

footing’ (C 12 n. 18) rather than its replacement; and Pippin observes that

[O]ne can ask what must be thought in order for the thought to capture what must be the case for an

object to count as a number, without that attempt being about thinking, not numbers. Likewise, the

possible thinking of being … (C 175-76)6

So rather than replacing the QB, perhaps we address it by addressing the QMB, investigation of ‘that on the

basis of which entities are … understood’ somehow being how one investigates ‘that which determines entities as

entities’.
Though I think that is correct, it too could mean a number of different things.7 To consider just a few of the

more plausible proposals, according to what one might call a ‘diagnostic’ or ‘critical-small-c’ reading, certain influen-

tial ways of reflecting on being unwittingly identify that with what is revealed by certain forms of understanding. For

example, according to Heidegger, we see this in Descartes where the key form is mathematical knowledge: ‘If any-
thing measures up in its own kind of being to the being that is accessible in mathematical knowledge, then it is in the

authentic sense’ (SZ 95), and if it doesn't, then it isn't. So when we ask the QB, our thinking is shaped in ways that

we do not recognize by presupposed answers to a QMB, which we thus need to reopen if we are to ask the QB

properly. Reflection on how we understand being will loosen up our understanding of what being is.8

Another approach would argue that the QMB is central to QB because any account of being must accommodate

Dasein—the entity to which entities are available. The force of the ‘must’ could be understood in different ways

though. It could simply be that, among the entities the being of which we must understand is Dasein. Or one might

argue that Dasein isn't just any old entity, in that only if we make sense of it—it also being the entity that asks ques-

tions, the QB included—can there be a QB. In that way, a QMB takes on a certain priority—and an analysis of

Dasein's mode of being might be depicted as a form of ‘fundamental ontology’—in that, if one's answer to the QB will

not answer this QMB, then whatever other strengths it might have, it will not fly.9

What one could call a ‘Critical-capital-C reading’ of the QB-QMB connection rests on some sort of appropria-

tion of ideas of Kant's to argue that the only intellectually serious—scientific? /non-dogmatic?/non-fantastical?—

philosophical project in the neighborhood of the confused project of naïve/old-fashioned/rationalist ontology rests on

the fact that there are certain constraints on any world we can take in.10 Familiar versions of this reading would see

the above ‘constraints on the world we can take in’ as constraints imposed by the subject and either on how the

world can be or on our taking of it in.11

But assessing such readings is beyond the scope of this paper. Instead I will spell out what could be seen as a

variant on the last, a variant which Pippin's discussion helps us to articulate and which I believe opens up a plausible

reading of Heidegger. Interestingly, it allows us to see Heidegger as undertaking a Kantian project, though one which

was first refined by Hegel and then further refined by Heidegger. At both stages, such refining is achieved by strip-

ping from that project confused additional commitments with which it has been ‘saddled’ (C 176).

4 | LOGIC, AND LOGIC*, AS METAPHYSICS

Key to the project is the idea of an ‘objective power’. ‘[T]he concept of something existing beyond our capacity to

determine in principle if it exists … is an empty notion’—closing the gap as it were between a QB and a QMB—‘[a]s
long as we assume that this capacity is an objective power’; if ‘[w]e have the power to determine objectively when

something exists or not’—the real power, one might say, to get hold of what is out there—then what creatures such
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as us can in principle get hold of does seem to be what there can be ‘out there’: ‘what there is can be understood as

what this power can determine’ (C 86).

‘[A]s long as the understanding is understood as an objective power’ (C 88), the notion that ‘it must be possible

for being and its modes to be determined from their relation to th[at] understanding’ (P 349, quoted at C 88) makes

sense in that we are determining the nature of being and its modes by consulting a competent judge, a judge who

grasps that nature. That also entails that ‘the concept of an … unintelligible existence, or even a modality of existence

that cannot be captured’ by the judgments of such a judge ‘is an idle and irrelevant speculation’ (C 88), as what there

is by definition what that judge can grasp.

When informed—or, as Pippin's Heidegger thinks, ‘saddled’—with the LP, the above vision of a closing of the

gap between a QB and a QMB—between how things are and how a suitably-qualified judge deems them to be—

yields conclusions such as that ‘to be is to be rationally intelligible’, according to which investigating the latter feat is

to investigate the former, and vice versa: in other words, and given ‘what Heidegger calls “logic”’ (see above), ‘logic
is metaphysics’ and ‘metaphysics is logic’ (C 141, x, 146 n. 6). (I will refer below to the pursuit of this investigation as

the ‘LM project’.)
It is, of course, perhaps the main business of Pippin's book to argue that Heidegger rejects the LM project. But

there is scope, I will argue, for seeing Heidegger as subscribing to a suitably refined version of it, nonetheless: a pos-

sibility that one might see Pippin's discussion as opening up is that of a version of the LM stripped of ‘what Heideg-

ger calls “logic”’.
As alluded to above, such a refinement has a precedent. In Hegel's eyes, Kant contaminates the LM project by

introducing into it the notion of ‘forms of intuition’, thereby imposing further ‘subjective’, ‘psychological’ conditions
on what the judge in question can determine (C 92, 98). In light of this imposition, the concept of an ‘unintelligible
existence’ or ‘modality of existence’ that this judge's judgments cannot capture is not ‘idle and irrelevant’ after all.
For Hegel, the above ‘objective powers’ argument instead supports the LM project only if the logic in question is

that of ‘pure thinking’—‘thinking as such’ (C 161)—a purity that Kant sullies.

Similarly, Heidegger could be seen as identifying a contamination of that argument's key insight in Kant's identi-

fication from the off—and, in this, Hegel follows suit—of the relevant agent as fundamentally a judge. ‘[S]addled with

the orienting assumption that intelligibility (or thinkability) is a matter of discursive, … determinacy-determining judg-

ing’, the LM project does indeed rule out that which falls outside the determinate—outside the ‘discursively articula-

ble’ (C 176, 197)—including, among other things,12 the kind of background disclosure of meaning that Heidegger

postulates. But so much the worse for the LM project, Heidegger might think, which merely thereby shows itself to

be saddled with—to use another expression to which we will come—an artificially narrow standard of intelligibility,

one which then saddles it with an artificially narrow ‘measure of the real’. But if ‘the limitations of “logic” for meta-

physics’ lie in ‘the insufficiency of the discursive form for any authentic engagement with being as such’ (C 92), one

might—and Heidegger might—subscribe to a version of the LM project, but with the latter's inadequate conception

of ‘logic’—based on the LP—stripped out and replaced with something better.

I confess that my interest in this possibility stems in part from its specifying a view not unlike one that I have

myself offered elsewhere.13 Prompted by Heidegger's claim that ‘[o]nly as phenomenology is ontology possible’
(SZ 35), the issue addressed there is an analogue of the most obvious that the LM project raises: how can we make

sense of the notion that ‘phenomenology is the science of the being of entities—ontology’ (SZ 37), if—as The Oxford

English Dictionary, for example, has it—‘phenomenology’ is ‘[t]he science of phenomena as distinct from being (ontol-

ogy)’ (quoted in Smith, 2013, sec. 3)? While we have seen above various models for how one might understand and

try to bridge this kind of gulf, key to my own suggestion is recognition that Heidegger's concept of

being-in-the-world makes significant demands on an entity if it is to be a subject—to be Dasein. In particular, Dasein

must understand its world—not have a stab at understanding it, but rather actually understand it—if it is to be

Dasein: its understanding of being is, one might then say, an ‘objective power’. If that is the case, then analysing

what Dasein understands can be analysing the world and the entities that populate it.14
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In light of Pippin's discussion, the above vision could be seen as a version of the Kantian/Hegelian LM pro-

ject, though one no longer saddled with the LP. Considerations similar to those upon which the above discussion

of ‘objective powers’ drew play a part: for example, the worry that the project such a vision presents can reveal

only what being shows itself to be to Dasein dissipates when we recall that Dasein is the entity that understands

being, so to talk about what Dasein distinctively understands is to talk about being. But this variant on the LM

project operates with a richer conception of understanding—logic*, as I will label it. Stripped of the conception

with which the LP saddles the LM project, what this L*M project15 reveals need no longer be solely what Dasein's

discursive judgments reveal and not also, for example, that which Dasein grasps in its appreciation of the back-

ground disclosure of meaning upon which such judgments rest, an appreciation which it does and must—as

Dasein—possess.16

5 | PIPPIN'S HEIDEGGER AND THE L*M PROJECT

But is the previous section's understanding of how Heidegger might have viewed the QB-QMB connection Pippin's

own understanding? In truth, I do not know. Understandably, his attention lies principally elsewhere—on the failings

and consequences of the LP—and while there certainly are remarks which suggest it could be his understanding,

there is also reason to think it cannot be, or not consistently so.

Pippin does indeed claim that ‘Heidegger himself treats the modes of being and the modes of Dasein's access to

beings as two sides of the same coin’ and mentions ‘[t]he fact that we can interrogate the meaning of being by inter-

rogating our modes of access to being’ (C 94, italics added). Pippin also talks of ‘deep’ and ‘structural similarit[ies]’
between Heidegger's outlook and that of Kant and Hegel: ‘metaphysics is a thinking on thinking (acknowledgeable

availability in the most general sense) that is just thereby an illumination of being itself’ (C 97–98). Moreover, Pippin

remarks in a footnote that

like Kant and Hegel, Heidegger does not agree that insisting that the meaning of being (or possible

objects of knowledge) be considered in terms of the possible availability of being means that any

result in such an inquiry will yield ‘being only as it is available’ not ‘as it really is’. (C 27 n. 44)17

These remarks are consistent with other understandings of a QB-QMB connection, such as those that Sec.

2 sketched. But to my ear, they sound closer to the previous section's; and with its vision of Heidegger's project in

mind, it is hard not to hear echoes of key claims of both Kant's and Hegel's that Pippin highlights. Given that being is

woven into the very fabric of Dasein as an understanding of being, one might well say, with Hegel, that ‘things and
the thinking of them agree in and for themselves’ or that ‘thinking in its immanent determinations, and the true

nature of things, are one and the same content’ (2010, p. 25), and this despite the fact that Pippin remarks on this

passage ‘I can't imagine a more definitive confirmation of the “logic as metaphysics” interpretation’ (C 154). One can

also hear very clearly how Heidegger might have heard an anticipation of his own vision of Dasein in Kant's key claim

that ‘the conditions of possible experience’ are ‘at the same time conditions of the possibility of objects of experi-

ence’ (1961: A158/B197)—though one might hear this now less as a Copernican demand on the latter objects than

as a demand that must be met by an entity if it is to have experience.

Obviously, there will be some who think that ‘“measur[ing]” what could be in light of what we could find … intel-

ligible’ (Pippin, 2013a: 190) violates valuable realist intuitions. But their views are not my concern here; what is the

possibility—that Pippin's text seems to raise—that the argument between Heidegger and Hegel is not about that,

even if—as I will discuss next—some of Pippin's formulations might suggest a sense in which it still is. A reason for

doubting whether Pippin's Heidegger does subscribe to the L*M project is that considerations that he advances in

attacking the LP are—it seems to me—misaligned with that project.
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6 | ANOMALOUS INTIMATIONS OF UNINTELLIGIBILITY

What Pippin offers as evidence against the LP are various phenomena that are variously ‘dark’, ‘elusive’, and ‘unin-
telligible’. These represent evidence against the LP as it is committed to the claim that the world can be made sense

of—that ‘to be is to be intelligible’. But as Pippin stresses, the LP is committed to more than that: it is saddled with

the demand that the world be made sense of in certain specific terms. So when Pippin identifies ‘the deepest principle

of Western rationalism’ as that ‘there can be nothing alogos, or unintelligible’, the note he appends reads ‘Rationally
or discursively intelligible is the important claim, that being is to be understood as a potential object of cognition’
(C 141 n. 2). So while it might be the case that the evidence Pippin cites entails that the LP is false, that need not

entail that the corresponding ‘unsaddled’ claim—that ‘to be is to be intelligible’—is false too; nor would it require

that that evidence be evidence of the unintelligible in anything other than the LP-saddled sense.

Indeed it seems to me precisely in the spirit of Pippin's critique of the LP to ask whether we should regard such

cases as cases of unintelligibility—of ‘dark elusiveness’—as questioning the LP is precisely questioning a conception

of what intelligibility—and, hence, also unintelligibility—requires. Such a critique opens up the possibility of that

understanding taking multiple forms, including forms other than those that the LP lionizes. But this then raises

doubts about how Pippin does indeed present such cases—about whether these are cases of that which is unin-

telligible or instead of that which is unintelligible only to the philosopher in the grip of the LP.18

Pippin identifies a version of this concern when he insists that ‘the “concealing” … that arises when in the grip

of ‘[t]he Greek notion of ousia …, the medieval focus on ens creatum, the post-Cartesian notion of represented being,

and the technological orientation’—all of which share in the LP—‘must be different from the inevitable and, one

might say, ontologically appropriate sort of “concealing” … in the “work of art”—a Greek temple, say’ (C 66–67). Pip-

pin is alluding here to Heidegger's notion of ‘earth’: that which is a work of art ‘shows itself only when it remains

undisclosed and unexplained’, that ‘shatters every attempt to penetrate it’—‘to make it comprehensible’ (OWA: 25).

Such a notion requires that the reading of Heidegger that sec. 3 suggests needs further nuance, as I will discuss

below. But Pippin's characterization of it gives me terms in which to formulate the question I want to pose here: are

the cases of unintelligibility that he cites in opposition to the LP ‘inevitable’, ‘ontologically appropriate sorts’, or
instead ‘ontologically inappropriate sorts of “concealing”’ that other, more appropriate sorts of unconcealing could

dispel?

Another way to put the point, using a Wittgensteinian turn of phrase,19 would be to ask whether we encounter

in such cases something we cannot do, or an illusion of something we cannot do that a confusion on our part—the

LP—conjures up. There may very well be phenomena we cannot understand on the LP's understanding of under-

standing; but, if we reject the LP, we reject that understanding and, with it, its judgment of what is unintelligible.

Being in the grip of the LP may well lead one to see a lot of ‘darkness’ around one but at least some of that ‘dark-
ness’ is not true—‘inevitable’—darkness but instead an artefact of our being in that grip.20 Hence, one way one might

escape that grip is by coming to see that there is more light, rather than less.

To make clearer the landscape here, another useful landmark may be Taylor Carman's forthcoming essay, ‘Exis-
tentialism as Anti-Rationalism’. Pippin cites this piece with approval—as providing an ‘a compelling picture of

Heidegger's position’ (C 164 n. 22)—and there Carman applauds Pippin's identification of ‘the founding

principle of Greek rationalism’—of which Hegelian ‘absolute idealism [is] a reiteration’—as ‘that to be is to be intelli-

gible’ (Pippin 2024: 2). But Carman goes on to argue that here we must ‘distinguish existentialism from rationalism

and idealism’, as existentialism is ‘the idea that existence is recalcitrant to reason’ (p. 3). Carman's key example of an

existentialist is Heidegger, who, he argues, reveals that ‘our most genuine, most authentic experience of being is an

experience of something that exceeds and resists our understanding’: for example, ‘Heidegger's account of our pro-

jection into death … exhibits Dasein's finitude by marking off the limits of our intelligibility to ourselves’ (pp. 4, 13).
But the question that I wish to raise is whether we glimpse in such examples ‘something that exceeds and resists

our understanding’—which would undermine both the LM and the L*M projects—or instead cases of understanding

that exceed and resist assimilation to the feat that the LP might lead us to identify with understanding—which would
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only undermine the LM project. Carman himself argues that ‘a rationalist like Hegel’ faces the ‘challenge’ of ‘justify
[ing] the artificially narrow standard of expressibility’ that the LP provides and ‘that condemns nonrational, noncon-

ceptual forms of experience and understanding to utter silence’ (p. 15). But that, of course, suggests that there are

nonrational, nonconceptual forms of understanding; and my question is whether the cases that Carman and Pippin

cite are indeed—as they seem to understand them—best understood as cases of something exceeding and resisting

our understanding, or instead of an artificially narrow standard of intelligibility ‘silencing’ potentially genuine forms

of understanding. If the latter, then these cases do not reveal ‘the limits of our intelligibility to ourselves’ so much as

an illusion of unintelligibility to which we are subject, one which—when dispelled—will reveal how limited our under-

standing of intelligibility has been. Awareness of the LP as a prejudice precisely highlights that it is one thing to iden-

tify phenomena that are ‘recalcitrant’ to the LP's ‘discursive rationality’ and another to identify them as ‘exceed[ing]
and resist[ing] our understanding’.

7 | DASEIN'S ‘UNINTELLIGIBILITY TO ITSELF ’

I will only examine here one particular case where Pippin presents Heidegger as attacking the LP by citing evidence

of ‘darkness’, though I will lead into the examination of that case by first touching on another.

Pippin talks of the ‘obscurity of the sources of possible and actual meaningfulness’ and claims that ‘[h]ow enti-

ties are available in their mattering is endlessly elusive’ (C 68 n. 52, 43). ‘Such an originally orienting meaning’, he
says, is ‘a dark inheritance’ that ‘cannot be … itself rendered intelligible’ (C 177). But what is the force of the ‘can-
not’ and the status of the proposed ‘obscurity’, ‘elusiveness’, and ‘darkness’?

If these ‘sources’ do indeed provide the ‘original orientation’ that Dasein needs to grasp entities, then Dasein

would seem to grasp those sources, even if that grasp does not take a form the LP recognizes. We see Pippin

acknowledge this when he says that ‘our pre-discursive, pre-ontological sense’ of ‘meaningfulness as such’ must ‘be
understood as … a kind of absence of sense—at least determinate, assertible sense’—something that ‘allows no discur-

sive articulation and so in that sense no intelligible account’ (C 57, 152 n. 13, italics added); and while it may be the

case that ‘disclosure of sources of meaningfulness … is … only originally available nondiscursively’ (C 217–18), that is

still a form of availability. So there are no grounds here to claim that we have identified more than an ontologically

inappropriate ‘darkness’, an artefact of our being confusedly saddled with the LP.21 What I will propose is that we

should perhaps draw the same conclusion about another key case that Pippin discusses.

A key example in the Being and Time era of ‘what … remains unasked, unthought,’ ‘in the “logic as metaphysics”
project’ is ‘the “unreachability” of human existence itself’—its ‘unintelligibility to itself’ (C 166). But such fully-paid-

up, card-carrying unintelligibility— such ‘existence can never be rendered fully intelligible or even determinate’ and
instead ‘remains ineffable, not available’ (C 166)—would equally be ‘unasked, unthought’ in the L*M project.

There are a number of different features that Pippin's depiction of this ‘unreachability’ picks out and I will sketch

only three and only roughly below. But each is a feature of Dasein that strikes me as again best understood as

revealing what are, in fact, illusions of something we cannot do, the impossibility of forms of ‘reachability’ that it is a
misunderstanding of Dasein to expect it to achieve. Instead it seems to me more in the spirit of Pippin's critique of

the LP to see them as inviting us to consider what ‘reachability’—‘intelligibility’ and ‘availability’—might instead actu-

ally look like here. In a footnote, Pippin precisely acknowledges that ‘Heidegger still maintains that we can own up

to our destiny and “seize control” of it, not merely be subject to it’ (C 181 n. 10); and I think that is right. But it also

raises doubts about Pippin's depiction of human existence's ‘unavailability’ and ‘unintelligibility to itself’.
One theme in Pippin's discussion is that (i) Dasein has ‘no inherent teleology’ (C 121). It is ‘called … to interro-

gate the meaning of its being’ but its being is ‘always … at issue’ ‘unresolved’ (C 21, 210 n. 9). As Pippin (2007) puts

it, Dasein lacks a ‘fixed, essential … nature’, which leaves its ‘existence always in a kind of suspended state’, with a

‘commitment to [the] meaning of [its] being that cannot have something like a resolution’ (p. 205). A second theme

emerges when Pippin glosses this ‘always [being] at issue for itself’ as—(ii)—Dasein ‘not [being] a standing subject or
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substance’, ‘and so never something that can be taken in as an object of thought’ (C 26, 166). A key further reason

for this is that human existence ‘is an unfinishable temporal … project’ and so cannot manifest itself to itself as a

whole: ‘Dasein cannot bring itself into any stable view’ as ‘its radical temporality and ever impending death render

that impossible’ (C 166, 21–22). In Heidegger's ‘treatment of being-towards death’, we see ‘that there is a “nega-
tion”, a “not,” which cannot be re-integrable into presence’: ‘Such a being could never be simply “what it is”’
(C 163–64). That treatment also points to a third theme—(iii)—an unintelligibility in the form of a lack of mastery, of

control:

What originally matters is inextricable from our thrownness into a certain historical world, so what

comes to matter is a question of contingency, what we plan out concerning what matters is subject

to the massive contingency of our lack of control not only over our own “ground” but over our fate

or our ever possible death. (C 121)

Not only is ‘mattering … not subject to human will or assessment’,22 but our ‘mode of being [is] to be constantly

faced with … the possibility of the random, arbitrary end of [our] being in death’ (C 216, 164).23

But these observations, I believe, are best understood as identifying illusions of something we cannot do, as

revealing the unsustainability of certain fantasies of intelligibility. With each of the above features, a kind of disap-

pointment seems to loom but a seeming that rests upon a category mistake; and a proper appreciation of these

forms of supposed failure—of ‘unavailability’ and ‘unintelligibility’—requires us to consider of what standard we are

thought to be falling short. These seem to me inappropriate to Dasein, such that whatever it is for Dasein to be

‘available’ or ‘unavailable’—‘intelligible’ or ‘unintelligible’—to itself, meeting or failing to meet these standards is

not it.24

To assess the ‘disappointment’ in (i), we must consider what it would be for Dasein to have an ‘inherent teleol-
ogy’. That, I suggest, would be for Dasein to be a tool or an organ—perhaps a very simple animal. Similarly, the

impossibility of bringing Dasein ‘into presence’ that (ii) reveals seems to express the disappointment that Dasein is

not present at hand. But, again, whatever it is for Dasein to be ‘available’ or ‘unavailable’ to itself, it cannot depend

on its manifesting or failing to manifest as that; and the same must be said of Dasein's failure to offer up a ‘stable
view’: as Pippin himself observes in his 2007, ‘[a]chieving some sort of stable “Ichheit” would be to cease to be an

“Ich”’ (p. 206). Finally, the expectation the disappointment of which we see in (iii) is that of being a causa sui: Dasein

‘has not brought itself into existence by its own power’ (BPP 153, quoted at C 123), settling somehow what it cares

for there and when it will depart.25 If Heidegger does ‘still maintain[]’—as I think he indeed does—‘that we can own

up to our destiny and “seize control” of it’, then the relevant standard of control he has in mind cannot be that.

In all three cases, Pippin correctly points out that Dasein cannot be rendered intelligible in the ways specified.

But in all three cases that would seem to be because the conceptions of intelligibility it fails to meet are those we

apply to categories of entities to which Dasein does not belong. Heidegger certainly does reject the notion that

Dasein's being ‘face to face with itself’ requires our ‘perceptually tracking down and inspecting a point called the

“self”’ (SZ 146): ‘Self-understanding should not be equated formally with a reflected ego-experience’ (BPP 175). But

rather than seeing this as Dasein's ‘unintelligibility to itself’, he concludes instead that ‘self-understanding … varies

in each case with the mode of being of Dasein and in fact in the basic forms of authenticity and inauthenticity’ (BPP
175). Heidegger does indeed cite (at HCT 308–12) the kinds of considerations that Pippin has in mind in grounding

the denial that Dasein can be ‘whole’—that ‘as long as you are still alive, the book of your life is still open’, as Carman

puts it (2003, p. 280)—but he cites them as reasons why such a feat might seem impossible, whereas, in fact, this

‘purported impossibility is a mere semblance’ (HCT 312, cf. also SZ 259, 266 and 317). Spelling out what such being-

whole would instead be like would take significant work26; and to be fair to Pippin, in his 2007 he describes the

nature of Heideggerian authenticity as ‘an issue that would require several volumes to discuss appropriately’
(p. 211). But it does seem to me that its discussion in C faces questions to which the book's own broader discussion

points.

MCMANUS 933

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.12953, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



8 | THE NATURE OF LINGERING DARKNESS

The previous section proposed that rather than glimpsing phenomena that ‘exceed and resist our understanding’
and thus, with that, ‘the limits of … intelligibility’, we instead glimpse there phenomena our understanding of which

exceeds and resists our understanding of understanding and thus, with that, the limits of our understanding of intelli-

gibility. One might attempt to square that proposal with the remarks of Pippin's that seem to endorse ontologically

appropriate, non-artefactual forms of darkness by arguing that those remarks are elliptical—for instance, in omitting

to mention that these intimations of darkness manifest themselves only to victims of the LP. (They would then be

elliptical in the way in which remarks that the previous section quoted from C 57 and 152 n. 13 are not.) But I will

close this brief and necessarily partial response to Pippin's fascinating book by considering a reason why his reading

of Heidegger may remain wedded to ontologically appropriate, non-artefactual forms of darkness, nonetheless—

namely, Pippin's admirable desire to be a faithful reader of Heidegger, who he believes is wedded to their

existence too.

If Heidegger is, then—as mentioned above—any proposal that he is wedded to an L*M project has to be qualified

at the very least. One such qualification might be that the instances of ‘inevitable’ ‘concealing’ to which Heidegger

does point—such as through his notion of ‘earth’—loom for him in his later work,27 and that he is wedded to an L*M

project only in the earlier. One might also suggest that such a change of heart might stem from issues that lurk within

that project.28 But I will not attempt to defend either of these proposals here.

More important here, I think, is that, if we do find such instances in Heidegger, then if we are to understand

what they are, then we will have to look not only beyond the L*M project but also beyond the LP, the concept on

which Pippin's discussion focuses. Their clashing with the demands of the LP—their being ‘[r]ationally or discursively’
unintelligible—is a property of plenty of phenomena that are intelligible—even if only ‘nondiscursively’, as we have

seen Pippin himself note. So if there are for Heidegger ontologically appropriate sorts of unintelligibility, what makes

them so must be something other than their incompatibility with the LP. As Pippin's fascinating critique of that preju-

dice precisely entails, just as ‘rational explicability’ is a poor guide to intelligibility, so too ‘rational inexplicability’ is a
poor guide to unintelligibility.29

ENDNOTES
1 References to The Culmination use the abbreviation ‘C’ and those to Heidegger's works the abbreviations given in the

bibliography, followed by page numbers. For comments on earlier versions of this piece, I would like to thank participants

in the symposium on C held at Potsdam University in June 2023 and the July 2023 meeting of the International Society

for Phenomenological Studies and, in particular, Bill Blattner, David Cerbone, Sacha Golob, Andrea Kern, Thomas

Khurana (who also organized the Potsdam symposium), Mark Okrent, Joseph Schear, Ingvild Torsen, Mark Wrathall, and

Robert Pippin himself.
2 In contrast, I will not attempt to assess the accuracy of Pippin's reading of Kant or Hegel, nor that of his reading of

Heidegger's reading of either.
3 Cf. Dahlstrom (2001).
4 I will not capitalize ‘being’ in such uses—as is often done—and alter some quotations to match.
5 There certainly are precedents for an understanding of the QB like—or at least seemingly like—Pippin's. He cites with

approval the work of Tom Sheehan, according to whom ‘Heidegger's work … was focused not on “the being of beings” …
but on “the meaning of the meaningful”’ (2013: 382). But one might also think of the work of Burt Dreyfus, for whom,

though being is ‘a fundamental aspect of entities’, that aspect is ‘their intelligibility’ (1991: xi).
6 Cf. C 60: ‘The question of the meaning of being … is always as much a question about Dasein as it is about entities’ (italics
added).

7 My forthcoming argues that Pippin overlooks another important theme in Heidegger's discussion of the QB and indeed a

QMB. But that is not my concern here.
8 For this thought, which was important for me in my 2012, see, e.g., IM 123 and HG 192, quoted at C 189 and

187 respectively.
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9 Considerations of this kind are particularly prominent in PS but also might be at work in passages from FCM quoted

at C 168.
10 See C 98–99 on Kant's ‘limited metaphysics’ and ‘the only metaphysics now possible’.
11 See Pippin (2013b) and C 89 n. 12 on ‘impositionist’ readings.
12 Sec. 6 examines Pippin's depiction of Dasein as another case—as a ‘being’ that is ‘not a determinate this-such’ (C 164).
13 See McManus (2017).
14 In this way, the variant of the LM project I am developing here offers a response—as does its model—to ‘skeptical objec-

tions’ to philosophical understanding too (C 8). Cf. also C 154 on the ‘objectivity problem’.
15 As it stresses how the work of the philosopher who pursues this project differs from the advancing of conventionally-

understood metaphysical truth claims, my forthcoming labels this project the ‘L*M* project’.
16 The same would go for the ‘ontological difference’, which Pippin argues (see, e.g., C 29–32) is also inaccessible for

the LP.
17 Note that, as confirmed by Pippin (personal correspondence), the published version of this remark has mistakenly

acquired an extra negation, reading ‘does not mean’ for ‘means’.
18 A parallel issue plays out in Pippin's discussion of ‘finitude’: roughly speaking, the limitations he discusses are sometimes

those of ‘human thinking’ and sometimes those of ‘pure thinking’ (see, e.g., C 19 n. 33 and 4), but, if the LP is false, then

the former may have capacities that the latter lacks.
19 See Wittgenstein (1967), sec. 374.
20 A further complication is that a philosopher might identify apparent cases of darkness as a step in identifying where we

are in the grip of prejudices about ‘light’—her pointing out where prejudices about understanding lead us to believe

we see the dark. But she would not make such identifications in propria persona; they would instead be dialectical, in the

sense of being steps in an argument ultimately aimed at leading us to recant the notion that these cases are indeed true

darkness—rungs of a ladder to be climbed and then thrown away.
21 My forthcoming discusses and questions another way in which Pippin depicts such a disclosure as ‘dark’—one tied to

their ‘contingency’ and ‘groundlessness’ (C 65).
22 A related theme which I will not explore here, one which is more prominent in Pippin's (2007) but also appears on a num-

ber of occasions in C, is that ‘how things “mean” to us’ is ‘a kind of mattering that could contingently collapse’ or ‘fail’
(C 48, 47). (Cf. Pippin 2007: 207 on ‘a care originating and failing in utter contingency’.)

23 We see the same themes in Carman's case for ‘unintelligibility [as] constitutive of [Dasein's] existence’: I lack a ‘pre-
determined telos’, am ‘never done being who [I am]’ but instead ‘perpetually unfinished’, and am ‘thrown into a world

that I did not create, did not choose, and cannot control—a world that, in short, escapes me’ (forthcoming 13, 9, 8, 12).
24 Though it would be a complex matter to map precisely, Pippin seems to see at least some of these category mistakes as

entangled with the LP. See, for example, C 70: ‘The meaning of being … understood to be intelligibility or knowability …
inevitably lead[s] to the construal of being as mere presence at hand’.

25 Perhaps tellingly, C 45 talks of our being ‘subject to … a world into which we are thrown, but which we cannot redeem’.
26 For a proposal, see McManus 2019, which builds on McManus's (2015) reading of being-toward-death. I also touch on

this proposal at the end of sec. 4 of my forthcoming.
27 Notably, the same could be said of other candidates such as Heidegger's later notions of ‘mystery’ (see, e.g., OET sec.

6 and DT 55–57) and ‘the dark’ (PT 56). I would like to thank David Cerbone for drawing my attention to these passages.
28 For discussion, see McManus (2013).
29 We would need a better guide to assess, for example, whether postulating such unintelligible phenomena is itself intelligi-

ble and whether we can make sense of appropriate acknowledging relations to such phenomena, even if not they them-

selves: the possibility of understood—or at least somehow recognized or appreciated—unintelligibles akin to known

unknowns. For discussion touching on this notion, see Withy (2015) and (2022).
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As we have learned from the philosophical tradition that has evolved in the aftermath of Kant and Hegel, nothing of

what came after them is intelligible without them. Something philosophically important happened in the writings of

the authors that belong to the tradition of German Idealism, for which Kant and Hegel, each in a different manner,

are representatives. It is to a significant extent due to the writings of Robert Pippin that many of us came to think

that this tradition has achieved a level of understanding and clarity that makes them the best conversational partners

in the world to develop an understanding of what philosophy is about; even more, to think that their understanding

is not something that lies behind us but, on the contrary, something yet to be reached, something still waiting to be

articulated by us. This is what Pippin himself expressed when he declared German Idealism to be “actual.”1 The

sense of actuality he had in mind was tied to grasping this tradition as a potentiality for us to come to an understand-

ing of ourselves and the world that we could not only not achieve without them, but that, importantly, goes with an

understanding of what it is to have such an understanding that we have not yet made available to ourselves. In the

eyes of the author who praised the actuality of German Idealism, the depth and radicality of this tradition lie in its

ambition to articulate an understanding of ourselves and the world that is fundamentally shaped by the question of

what it means to be a being that has such an understanding and how such an understanding of oneself and the world

is possible in the first place. It is the question of the very possibility of understanding—or thinking, or knowing, no

matter what we choose to call this activity—that comes to be at the center of their writings and informs every page.

Exposing their philosophy as driven by this question gives it a radicality, in its ambition and its execution, that Pippin

has taught us to see.

In his book The Culmination, Pippin leaves no doubt that he still thinks that German Idealism is driven by a hith-

erto unknown radicality and self-awareness of philosophy's own undertaking. Yet this radicality is now seen in a dif-

ferent light. It is no longer presented as something that goes with an understanding of ourselves and the world that

enables us to bring our mind to peace with itself, to a state of being at home in its own understanding. By Pippin's

new lights, this is no longer the point of its radicality. Rather, the radicality that shapes German Idealism is now con-

ceived as a culmination, not of an understanding that comes to itself but of a misunderstanding that informs,

unavoidably, Western philosophical tradition as a whole, and that consists, first and foremost, in a distortion about

what it is to be a being that is able to understand or know anything at all. In Pippin's terms, it is conceived as “the
completion, and also the end, the exhaustion, of the metaphysical tradition,” that is distorted at its roots.2 The

resources for the idea that there is something fundamentally wrong in the conception of what it is to be a being that

is able to know anything at all Pippin finds most vividly and forcefully articulated in Heidegger. Heidegger's criticism

of the philosophical tradition as a whole that culminates in German Idealism contains an insight into the “truth” of

human existence, Pippin tells us, that is incompatible not only with any variety of German Idealism but with the very

idea it has of itself.

In what follows, I will first identify the criticism of the Western philosophical tradition that, according to Pippin's

Heidegger, finds its culmination in German Idealism. Pippin raises two related objections. According to him, the philo-

sophical tradition is defined by two dogmas, namely “rationalism” and “cognitivism”. While these dogmas differ, Pip-

pin thinks they are inseparable (1-2). I will then discuss the idea, most notably defended by John McDowell, that

these dogmas can and must be distinguished from each other. In doing so, McDowell thinks, we make room for a lib-

erated rationalism—a rationalism that is cured of its dogmatic cognitivism (3). I will argue that there is something pro-

foundly true about Pippin's idea, which he takes from Heidegger, that, at the bottom of any knowledge we have of

ourselves and the world, there is something that Heidegger calls Stimmung, which is essentially non-discursive. How-

ever, I will argue that to defend the latter thought, one has to read Heidegger's notion of Stimmung in a more radical

way than Pippin seems to be willing to. I will distinguish two readings of this notion. According to the first, Heidegger

wants to replace an account of the human being according to which our fundamental relation to the world is one of

knowledge with an account according to which it is one of Stimmung (4–5). According to the second reading, the role

of the notion of Stimmung does not consist in describing a mode of disclosure of the world that is prior to one's

knowledge of it. Rather, it describes what it is to disclose the world “as a whole.” Heidegger thinks that this funda-

mental disclosure of the world “as a whole” cannot but take the form of a disclosure of nothing (6–7).3
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Pippin's Heidegger challenges the philosophical tradition, which he sees as culminating in Kant and Hegel, with

two related objections, both of which are conceived as two aspects of the same form of dogmatism. The first objec-

tion is that Western philosophical tradition is committed to a dogmatic form of rationalism. The second is that it is

committed to an equally dogmatic form of cognitivism. I will discuss each objection in turn. I will thereby make use

of a criticism McDowell suggested in his engagement with John Haugeland's defense of Heidegger's critique of the

kind of rationalism that, by their lights, shapes the philosophical tradition. I will do so in order to bring the question

into focus whether it is possible to draw a distinction between rationalism and cognitivism, as McDowell thinks it

is. By drawing a distinction between rationalism and cognitivism, McDowell wants to open up the possibility of a

rationalism that is no longer dogmatic because it is cured of its dogmatic cognitivism. By contrast, Pippin's Heidegger

thinks that there is no relevant distinction between rationalism and cognitivism. Any critique of cognitivism,

according to him, is, eo ipso, a critique of rationalism. In order to understand Heidegger's critique of rationalism, it will

be helpful to bring his account into conversation with the idea of a liberated rationalism and raise the question of

whether and in which sense he does not endorse it. What transpires, as I will argue, is not a form of anti-rationalism

but an account of the human being that undermines the idea that the human being is a distinctive kind of animal, an

idea that drives any form of rationalism as much as any form of anti-rationalism. When Heidegger denies that the

human being is a rational animal, as I will argue, he does not want to say that it is a non-rational animal, or that it is

an animal of some other kind or that rationality is not the fundamental principle of its manner of being. What he

wants to say is that the human being is not one kind of being one finds among the many beings populating the world.

Rather, the human being is, for itself, the “wonder of all wonders.”4 This is, as I will argue, not to deny rationalism

but to execute it.

Pippin introduces the kind of rationalism that is his target as follows: The guiding assumption of rationalism is

the idea that “being qua being should be understood as intelligibility and ultimately, in principle, knowability, that the

domain of the knowable exhausted the domain of all possibly meaningful being.”5 In a shorter, or “more traditional”
version, he characterizes it as “the claim that the reality of things is logos, or reason”6 or simply as the “principle of

cognizability.”7 McDowell has suggested a similar account of the rationalist assumption of Western philosophy by

saying that rationalism can be taken as the view that the objective world, or reality, is exhausted by what can be truly

said to be the case.8 Whoever has reason, on this account, is able to have knowledge of the objective world. Ratio-

nalism, according to Pippin's and McDowell's accounts, is thus defined by its commitment to the following equation,

which can therefore be called the rationalist equation: The world is what can be truly said to be the case.

The rationalist equation entails that any form of philosophy that endorses the rationalist equation, eo ipso,

endorses the idea that anything that goes on the left-hand side of the equation, that is, “the world,” “reality,” or “the
subject,” is, as such, discursive. To endorse the rationalist equation is thus to endorse the idea that being and think-

ing, being and saying, the realm of objects and the realm of concepts, or the realm of facts and the realm of the dis-

cursive, are two sides of the same coin.

Pippin's Heidegger thinks that the thought expressed in the above equation is, in any reading of it, a form of

dogmatism. Others have argued in the same spirit, such as Barry Stroud or John Haugeland.9 McDowell has argued

against this criticism of the equation. The idea that the above equation of the world with what can be captured by

true propositions is a form of dogmatism, he argues, is based on a certain reading of the equation: it rests on the

assumption that the equation is meant to tell us something substantial about the objective world, namely to be such

that it can be grasped by true propositions and, in this sense, be discursively known. For sure, if this were the only

possible reading of the rationalist equation, the charge of dogmatism would be well placed. For how on earth should

one vindicate such an assumption?

The assumption that drives the charge of dogmatism, the assumption that the equation is meant to tell us some-

thing substantial about the objective world, according to McDowell, rests on a groundless presupposition. It presup-

poses that it is possible to understand what is on the right-hand side of the equation, namely the idea of

propositions, the realm of the discursive, independently of understanding what is on its left-hand side, namely the

idea of the world. But this presupposition is not innocuous. There is no reason to concede this possibility. McDowell
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wants to say that we can deny this possibility and still hold on to the equation.10 According to him, the equation

should be read as follows: The idea of reason—the realm of the discursive, the realm of propositions—and the idea of

the objective world can be properly understood only “together.” Neither one can be understood independently from

the other.11

Let's call this the innocuous, analytical reading of the rationalist equation, or the “principle of cognizability,” as

Pippin calls it, as opposed to the substantial reading that presupposes that the realm of the discursive is intelligible

independently of the left-hand side and vice versa. According to opponents of the substantial reading of the equa-

tion, it is an illusion to think that such an independent understanding of discursivity and hence reason is possible. If

we give up this illusion, we will come to a reading of the equation according to which it says that there is no indepen-

dent understanding of either side of the equation. According to opponents of the substantial reading, the equation

does not make a substantial claim about anything but merely expresses an analytical truth, a “truism,” as we might

call it.12 This raises the question of how we can come to know that it is an illusion to think that it is possible to pro-

vide an understanding of our capacity to form propositions and judgments independently of having knowledge of

the world.

It matters to the prospects of the idea of an innocuous, analytical reading of the rationalist equation how we can

know this “truth” such that in knowing this truth, we understand its analytical character. In what follows, it will be

helpful to distinguish between two ways to respond to the above question, both of which have in common that they

endorse the rationalist equation as not making a substantial claim but as an analytical truth, or “truism.” They repre-

sent two varieties of what I will call, for this reason, “Analytical Rationalism.” The first variety finds its most exem-

plary expression in Kant's idea of a Transcendental Deduction; the second finds its most exemplary expression in

Wittgenstein's idea of a philosophical therapy that McDowell endorses. While Kant figures at center stage in Pippin's

Heideggerian critique of rationalism, Wittgenstein is only briefly touched. Pippin's Heidegger thinks that Kant's phi-

losophy is unable to overcome the dogmatism that characterizes any form of rationalism as it is expressed in the

above equation. He rather brings it to its culminating point. While Pippin does not distinguish between a substantial

and an analytical reading of the “principle of cognizability,” I think this distinction is of crucial importance to appreci-

ate the truth of Pippin's Heideggerian point that Kant, rather than articulating an understanding of the realm of the

discursive that reveals the analytical truth of the principle of cognizability, cannot but fail to do so. For it is Kant's

true ambition to articulate such an understanding—an ambition, however, that he fails to execute. What is wrong in

Kant is not his ambition to vindicate the analytical truth of the equation. Rather, he is confused about the manner of

its execution which reflects, indeed, his incapacity to fully embrace the equation. Kant thinks that a Transcendental

Deduction of the concepts that constitute the realm of the discursive is needed in order to vindicate the analytical

truth of the equation. McDowell thinks that the very idea of such a Deduction already shows a confusion that

explains why Kant cannot but fail to execute his own ambition.

Pippin's Heidegger shares the thought that there is something wrong with the very idea of a Transcendental

Deduction. However, by Pippin's Heideggerian lights, Kant's failure is not a failure of execution of an ambition one

should applaud. Rather, the failure is grounded in the ambition itself: the ambition to reveal the truth of an equation

that is, in any reading of it, dogmatic. Let's therefore take a brief look at Kant's ambition in order to bring to light the

distinctive diagnosis of its failure that Pippin provides and contrasts with McDowell's diagnosis.

The Transcendental Deduction of the so-called pure concepts of the understanding that Kant provides in the

First Critique is driven by the idea that it is necessary to reveal the illusionary character of the thought that it is possi-

ble to have an understanding of the realm of the discursive independently of having an understanding of the world.

In order to reveal the illusionary character of this thought, Kant thinks, one must provide a Transcendental Deduc-

tion of the requirements that make up the “I think,” and, in this sense, reason. It is the task of the Transcendental

Deduction to justify the thought that the requirements of the “I think” do not merely impose constraints on a sub-

ject's capacity to sensibly present objects independently of the objective world but rather that they have objective

validity.13 According to McDowell, the starting point of Kant's argument is the idea of an empirical intuition of an

object. The idea of an empirical intuition, as Kant defines it, is the idea of something in which multiple sensibly given
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representations figure not as a mere “heap” but as a self-consciously experienced unity.14 Kant's argument is driven

by the question of how such an empirical intuition is possible. For one to have an empirical intuition in this sense, he

argues, the “I think” must be able to accompany the representations that constitute them. Hence, these representa-

tions must conform to whatever is required in order for them to be able to be accompanied by the “I think,” as Kant
tells us in §§16, 17 of the Deduction. This means, McDowell concludes, that it is an “analytic truth” for Kant that syn-
thetic unity is a condition of all sensible givenness of objects to subjects.15

This insight, however, is only a first step in the argument. For it only rules out the possibility of there being acts

of sensibility in which objects are present to me that do not conform to the requirements of the “I think.” But it does
not yet rule out the possibility of a sensory consciousness that is not a presence of objects but still directed at some-

thing other than itself. Hence, at this stage of the argument, one might think that in order to understand how sensory

consciousness can be directed at something outside itself—the world—nothing further is required than its being sen-

sory. It seems possible, at this stage, that the “directedness of sensory consciousness” does not require the synthetic

unity of thought but only the forms of sensibility, that is, space and time.16 Unless this possibility is ruled out, Kant

thinks, we are not entitled to think that the requirements of reason (“I think”) have objective validity. Therefore, in

order to establish the objective validity of the requirements of reason, we have to rule out this possibility by showing

that synthetic unity is a condition for presence to my senses and thereby revealing this apparent possibility as an illu-

sion. Kant goes on to exclude this apparent possibility by showing that the spatially and temporarily formed unity

that constitutes an act of sensibility is not independent of the synthetic unity that is characteristic of thought.

According to McDowell, he thereby unmasks the apparent possibility of a presence to the senses that is not a pres-

ence of objects to reason as the illusion of a possibility.17

Let's grant that Kant's argument shows what it wants to show. Nevertheless, we must ask what makes us think

we need a Transcendental Deduction in the first place. The crucial presupposition that drives Kant's Deduction is the

idea that a reasoner, by engaging in reasoning, can rule out the apparent possibility of an entity being present to

the senses without being available for discursive knowledge. Any reasoner, merely by reasoning, can thereby provide

an assurance to herself that there can be nothing she cannot know. By engaging in philosophical reasoning,

according to Kant, we come to know that the rationalist equation is an analytic truth through learning that one cannot

leave such a possibility open without losing one's “entitlement” to the idea of a sensibly accessible reality that is

objective.18

McDowell and Pippin share the thought that there is something deeply wrong with the idea that we need a

Transcendental Deduction in order to understand the relation between our discursive capacities and the world. This

raises the question of how we can avoid the need for a Transcendental Deduction. By Pippin's lights, the only reason

one might have for thinking that we need a Transcendental Deduction in reflecting on our discursive capacities is

one's commitment to the rationalist equation. Take away the rationalist equation, and the idea of a Transcendental

Deduction falls apart. McDowell does not think so. Rather, he thinks that to properly recognize the analytical truth

of the equation is to recognize that there is no need nor even room for a Transcendental Deduction. Hence, what

we must take away is not the equation but the premise that makes a vindication of its analytic truth in form of a

Transcendental Deduction seem necessary.

The premise for thinking one needs a Transcendental Deduction in order to unmask the idea of a presence to

the senses that is unavailable to discursive knowledge as an illusion and to thereby recognize the analytical truth of

the rationalist equation is the assumption that it is possible to understand the requirements of reason in abstraction

from sensible content. If we can show that even this possibility, which Kant takes for granted, is an illusion, no (fur-

ther) argument—hence, no Deduction—is needed in order to know that the idea of the world and the idea of reason

are two aspects of a single idea. Knowing that this is an illusion is knowing the unity of reason and the world.

According to McDowell, we would then have achieved an understanding of the equation that is no longer dog-

matic.19 Yet Pippin's Heidegger disagrees. Why?

Pippin's Heidegger thinks that any philosophy that endorses the rationalist equation, no matter how it is under-

stood, is a form of dogmatism. I think there is something deeply true in the idea that any philosophical, that is,
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discursive endorsement of the equation is dogmatic. However, I will distinguish between two ways not to endorse

the equation, both of which one might find in Heidegger. They differ in how they understand the role of Heidegger's

notion of Stimmung and the idea of non-discursivity that goes with it. While the first way not to endorse the equa-

tion consists in a denial of its truth, the second way consists in a denial of the discursivity of its truth. According to

the latter, the non-discursive character of Stimmung is not a qualification of a mode of disclosure of the world that is

opposed to its discursive mode of disclosure. Rather, the non-discursive character of Stimmung stems from the fact

that what is revealed through it really is nothing. This will explain why Heidegger thinks that the Stimmung of anxiety

is not just one among many possible Stimmungen that might fulfill the same role. Anxiety and, perhaps, but certainly

to a lesser degree, boredom play an exclusive role. This is because anxiety just is the mode of disclosure of the noth-

ing that the world is apart from one's knowledge of it. It is a mode of disclosure that cannot be rendered discursively

because it does not reveal anything at all but, literally, nothing. These two readings of the role of Heidegger's notion

of Stimmung, I will argue, exclude one another. The main purpose of what follows is to bring both readings into sharp

relief and to suggest that the latter is the one Heidegger is after.

Pippin's Heidegger thinks that any form of rationalism is dogmatic. This is so, he thinks, because rationalism

implies cognitivism, and cognitivism is dogmatic. The two readings I will contrast in the following share the idea that

cognitivism is, indeed, dogmatic, just like any philosophical account of our understanding of the world that is built on

it. However, they differ in what it means to oppose cognitivism. I will call the first reading the anti-cognitivist reading,

and the second one the non-cognitivist reading. While the former entails a denial of the rationalist equation, the lat-

ter, by contrast, endorses it in a certain sense. The anti-cognitivist reading can be found in passages like the following,

where Pippin expresses the critique of cognitivism as follows:

Dasein is what it takes itself to be, within a world into which it is thrown, over which it has no power

or influence. This means that primordial access to beings and to beings as a whole, being as such, is

not originally cognitive, not the object of judgments, but requires what Heidegger calls a prior attune-

ment, a Stimmung, an orientation that stems from its primordially practical involvement, given the

horizon of possible meaningfulness set by its world.20

In this and many other passages of the book, Pippin's Heidegger characterizes the notion of Stimmung in two

ways: first, it describes a mode of disclosure of “beings as a whole,” or “being as such,” that is not cognitive in the

sense that it does not consist in making judgments neither about beings nor beings as a whole. It therefore cannot

be expressed in uses of language whose role it is to express judgments. Second, this non-discursive mode of disclo-

sure is prior to any discursive knowledge of beings because it makes the latter possible.

According to this reading, the role of the notion of Stimmung is to deny that our “primordial access to beings and

to beings as a whole,” or “our openness to beings,” is at its core a “cognitive matter” in the sense of an activity of

the “I think” that makes judgments about how things are in the world and is thereby able to obtain knowledge of the

world.21 Pippin's preferred translation of Stimmung is “attunement.” This translation is appropriate if what Heidegger

wants to describe with this notion is, indeed, a distinctive mode of disclosure of “the world” that Pippin, in many pas-

sages, is also happy to call an “orientation,” or “a structure of significance, mattering, salience, and importance,”
which makes it the case that the original way in which beings are available is a matter “of mattering.”22

Pippin's Heidegger thinks that the rationalist equation is an untenable dogma because it implies cognitivism,

which is unavoidably dogmatic. Cognitivism, in this context, is the view that (1) the human capacity to disclose the

world is discursive all the way down, and (2) the realm of the discursive—concepts and propositions—is something

that can be made intelligible independently of the idea of the world. This means that, according to cognitivism, it is

part of the definition of concepts and propositions that their meaning can be made explicit by words or sentences

without anything besides themselves being necessary for their understanding.23

According to proponents of a liberated rationalism, (2) is, indeed, an untenable dogma. Moreover, it is the very

dogma that hinders one from reading the rationalist equation in a manner according to which it states an analytical

942 KERN

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.12952, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



truth. (2) is a denial of the analytical reading of the equation. For (2) claims that the realm of the discursive has self-

standing intelligibility. And the main point of the analytical reading of the rationalist equation is to deny the indepen-

dent intelligibility of either side of the equation. This is why proponents of a liberated rationalism think that rational-

ism and cognitivism can and must be held apart. The idea of a liberated rationalism is, therefore, the idea of a

rationalism that is cured of a cognitivist conception of reason as stated in (2). It endorses (1), namely that the human

capacity to understand the world is discursive all the way down, while denying (2), thus rendering the rationalist

equation to be a truism. According to the anti-cognitivist reading of the notion of Stimmung, by contrast, the critique

of (2) implies eo ipso a critique of (1). There is no room for a position that denies that the realm of the discursive is

intelligible independently of the idea of the world but still endorses the idea that the human capacity for disclosing

the world is discursive all the way down. According to this reading, it is impossible to understand that (2) is an unten-

able dogma while still holding on to the rationalist equation and hence to (1). By contrast, proponents of a liberated

rationalism think that to recognize the untenability of (2) is to recognize the truth of (1).

In what follows, I will argue that neither the anti-cognitivist reading of Heidegger nor the idea of a liberated

rationalism that seems to have no room for the idea of Stimmung are satisfactory. To bring this alternative position

into view, it will be helpful to reflect on the difficulties that each of the other two faces.

The anti-cognitivist reading's argument for why, prior to any discursive knowledge of the world, there must be a

form of non-discursive disclosure of the world runs as follows: For discursivity to be possible, there must be a ground

that makes the realm of the discursive possible. The “ground” of “possible meaningfulness,” we are told, is the inher-

itance of a “structure of significance, mattering, salience, and importance.”24 This “ground,” we are further told, is

essentially non-discursive because it is presupposed by any mode of discursive knowledge (or understanding) as that

which renders it possible.25 I understand this argument as follows: Any discursive knowledge is dependent on

something—a “ground”—that explains how such knowledge is possible. For this ground to be able to explain discur-

sive knowledge, it cannot itself be an act of discursive knowledge. It follows that “thinking is burdened by a depen-

dence on a ground we constantly experience as beyond our ability to grasp conceptually.”26 We have to deny both

(1) and (2) because prior to discursive knowledge, there must be “a structure of significance, mattering, salience, and

importance” or “a horizon of possible meaningfulness” that is “not an issue of belief or consciousness but, as in the

musical sense of being tuned, on the right wavelength, or appreciatively engaged in this field of what matters” that

renders possible the former.27

The idea of the “world,” according to this reading, is the idea of such a “horizon of possible meaningfulness.”28

It follows that the “world” is something whose primordial mode of disclosure cannot be expressed in sentences that

state how things are. This is because the role of this mode of disclosure is to explain how facts can be discriminable

entities in the first place. But this argument is not convincing. For it is quite unclear why the idea of a “horizon of

possible meaningfulness” is, as such, something beyond our ability to grasp conceptually. Unless one is already com-

mitted to denying the principle of cognizability for no reason, there is no reason to think that the world, as such, tran-

scends our capacity for discursive knowledge. In order to see this, let's take a closer look at the argument.

Pippin's Heidegger wants to say that our disclosure of the world and ourselves does not just include worldly

phenomena that are expressed by sentences of the form “There is a table over there” but, more fundamentally, a

“horizon of possible meaningfulness” that cannot be expressed by sentences of this form. Rather, the disclosure

of this “horizon of possible meaningfulness,” he claims, is more fundamental than knowledge of facts in the sense

that it makes possible the latter. Therefore, it cannot be entirely verbally expressible in sentences that state how

one thinks things are. Rather, it is a non-discursive mode of disclosure of the world that has the character of a

Stimmung. Therefore, we must give up the rationalist equation. But this conclusion does not follow. On the con-

trary, the conclusion seems to spring from a blind spot that hinders one from recognizing the analytical truth of

the equation. By contrast, if we recognize that the critique of cognitivism is the recognition of the analytical

truth of the equation, there is no reason to think that the disclosure of this “horizon of possible meaningfulness”
represents a non-discursive mode of disclosure of the world that is prior to and more fundamental than knowledge

of facts.
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Let us look at the following example: In showing you how to play tennis, I might say, “This is how one plays ten-

nis.” This showing is an essential aspect of my teaching you the practice of playing tennis. It follows that this practice

cannot fully be specified in a finite list of sentences. This is because the practice of playing tennis enters into deter-

mining what it is that sentences like “This is how one plays tennis”—in which I describe what it is to play tennis—say.

This is what it means to endorse the idea that discursive capacities are something whose understanding requires an

understanding of “the world,” as McDowell says. Their understanding requires being engaged in the very practice they

purport to describe. This practice indeed provides a “horizon of possible meaningfulness.” It thereby renders possible

the understanding of the sentences that purport to describe this practice. However, the idea of the practice that ren-

ders possible the understanding of these sentences, according to this account, is not prior to the idea of these sen-

tences. Rather, the very practice contains a form of teaching and learning that is rendered possible by these

sentences. The idea of the practice is not intelligible without the idea of sentences that purport to describe it. The

fact that the sentences in which I describe my playing tennis are not intelligible without the practice they describe is

thus no threat to the idea that the world is exhausted by what can be truly said.29 Rather, it is a vindication of this

idea. McDowell therefore thinks that in order to conclude from the fact that discursive capacities are not intelligible

without the world that the equation must be false, one must already have denied the equation for no reason and

thereby prevented oneself from understanding the equation as an analytical truth. Rather than vindicating the falsity

of the equation, the conclusion rests on a cognitivist understanding of the equation, which hinders an understanding

of it as a truism. By contrast, if we disentangle the equation from the dogma of cognitivism, McDowell thinks, there

is no need to discharge the idea of reason, or rationalism, as such. What comes into view is a form of rationalism that

is free from the dogma of cognitivism.

The anti-rationalist reading of the notion of Stimmung is unconvincing because it rests on a cognitivist under-

standing of the principle of cognizability that prevents a recognition of the principle as a truism. This suggests that

there might be another reading of Heidegger's notion of Stimmung that is not subject to this criticism. According to

this other reading, the role of the notion of Stimmung is not to describe a mode of disclosure of the world that proves

the falsity of the principle of cognizability. To the contrary, it describes the mode of disclosure of its truth.

What is it to “recognize” the analytical truth of the equation? As we have argued above, Kant thinks that the

analytical truth of the equation is something that every reasoner, simply by engaging in philosophical reasoning

(in the manner he suggests in the Transcendental Deduction), can recognize and thereby assure herself of her capac-

ity to be in touch with the world. Proponents of a liberated rationalism think that the equation states a truth that

each and every knower, simply by being a knower, recognizes. This is why they share the Wittgensteinean idea

that any philosophical attempt to deny the equation can be revealed as an illusion. The truth of the equation,

according to them, is not a truth above or beyond any truth one recognizes when one recognizes how things are in

the world. Rather, it is a truth whose recognition is the ground of the recognition of any truth about how things are

in the world. This is why, according to them, the idea of a philosophical assurance of one's capacity to be in touch

with the world is a confusion. Heidegger, according to the reading I want to sketch in the remainder of this paper,

endorses this insight. However, he thinks that there is something deeply troubling about the idea that each and every

knower, by being a knower, “recognizes” the truth of the equation, and hence about the idea that each and every

knower has a ground for knowing how things are that she is able to “recognize.”
According to the analytical reading of the equation, the idea of the world is the idea of the totality of the know-

able. Qua totality of the knowable, the world is the ground of any knowledge that purports to be about how things

are in the world. Any knowledge of the world that has objective purport, that is, that refers to the world as that

which renders it true or false, therefore has an understanding of the world as that in which any knowledge of the

world is grounded. Heidegger does not object to this account. To the contrary, he wants to understand what it

means and how it is possible to have an understanding of the world as the totality of the knowable that grounds any

knowledge about how things are in the world. Heidegger's question is: What is it to have an understanding whose

“object” is not any particular object in the world, but the world “as a whole,” the world qua totality of all objects that

grounds any particular knowledge of how things are in the world?
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The idea of a “ground” that is at stake here, and that is Heidegger's concern, is the idea of a ground for knowl-

edge that is not limited by the idea of any kind of knowledge it does not explain. Rather, it is the idea of a ground

that explains any knowledge of the world, not merely some particular kind of knowledge, such as my knowledge that

2 + 2 = 4. In order to know that 2 + 2 = 4, I have to learn what numbers are and which role counting plays in the

context of human life, thus acquiring the capacity to count. What explains such particular kinds of knowledge is

the self-conscious possession of a particular capacity, for example, counting, that one can happen to be taught or

not. This is not the idea of the ground that is Heidegger's concern. His concern is the idea of an understanding of the

world—a disclosure of the world, as Heidegger prefers to say—whose “object” is not something limited that is distin-

guished from something it is not. Rather, it is the totality of the knowable—the world “as a whole”—that is the gro-

und of any knowledge one has of how things are in the world. Trivially, this “object,” the world qua totality of the

knowable, is not a limited object in the above sense. And, as one might go on to say, if what one means by “object”
is something that is limited by something else, then surely the world is not an object at all, at least not an object in

this sense. It follows that the idea of a disclosure of the world that is Heidegger's concern cannot be a kind of knowl-

edge that goes with the idea of a capacity that a subject, for example, “I,” happens to have. The idea of disclosure

that is at stake is incompatible with the idea of the capacity of a being that recognizes this being as an object in the

world that is equipped with this capacity.

Heidegger thinks that it manifests a deep confusion to conceive of the fundamental disclosure of the world

“as a whole” in terms of a capacity whose bearer is a distinct kind of animal that one finds, among other things,

in the world. However, on the face of it, this is what one seems to think when one conceives of the human being

as a rational animal. The idea of the human being as a rational animal indeed governs the Western tradition of

philosophy that culminates in German Idealism. And it is as present in Wittgenstein as it is in McDowell. By con-

trast, Heidegger thinks that the idea of a disclosure of the world, which is the ground of any knowledge of how

things are in the world, is incompatible with such a conception of the human being. How then must we under-

stand the idea of such a disclosure of the world and, a fortiori, the idea of the human being that is revealed

through it?

Heidegger unfolds and dramatizes this question at length everywhere in his writings. I will mostly focus on his

inaugural lecture at the University of Freiburg from 1929 entitled Was ist Metaphysik? (including the introduction

from 1949 and the afterword from 1943), which I find particularly representative for the answer he gives to this

question. In this lecture, Heidegger argues, by recalling the main insight he had developed in Sein and Zeit, that

instead of thinking of the human being in terms of a rational animal, we should think of it in terms of a being whose

manner of being is “Existenz.” The term “Existenz,” he tells us, characterizes a distinctive manner of being, namely

the being of those beings that “stand open to the openness of Being.”30 The human being, he further explains, is that

being “whose being is characterized by the open-standing standing-in [offenstehende Innestehen] in the uncon-

cealment of Being.”31 Hence, in order to understand the idea of a disclosure of the world that is the ground of any

knowledge of how things are in the world, we have to think of the human being as a being whose manner of being is

to be open to the openness of Being.

The idea of the human as a being whose manner of being is to be open to the openness of Being reveals the idea

of the human as a rational animal as a confusion. For the idea of the human as a rational animal presupposes an

understanding of the idea of an animal that is prior to and independent of the idea of a being whose manner of being

is to be open to the openness of being. However, this renders it impossible to conceive of the concept of an animal

as the concept of something that is part of the objective world. Unless we think of the human as a being whose man-

ner of being is to be open to the openness of Being, we cannot understand the concept of an animal as the concept

of something that is part of the objective world in the first place. It is thus a confusion to think that we can character-

ize the human in any other terms than those that characterize Being itself in its original openness. Therefore to

understand the human, Heidegger thinks, is not to understand a distinctive kind of animality, one that is shaped by

rationality, as it were. Nor is it to understand a distinctive kind of rationality, one that is shaped by animality, as it

were. Rather, it is to understand what it is to be open to the openness of Being.
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We can reformulate Heidegger's point in slightly different terms as follows: To be the subject of an understand-

ing of the world that has objective purport is to be a being whose being is to be answerable to the question of how

things are in the world, that is, to the question that Heidegger calls the “truth of Being.”32 It is to have an under-

standing that is called upon by the “voice of Being” and thereby called into the “truth of Being.”33 According to this

reading, Heidegger's notion of the “truth of Being” is not the idea of another truth above or beyond the truth that is

cognized when someone has a true thought about the world that she can express by saying something true about

how things are. Rather, the idea of the “truth of Being” is the idea of Being's openness for a being whose being it is

to be open to the openness of Being. Heidegger's idea of the “truth of Being” is thus not the idea of a substantial

truth. Rather, it is his distinctive manner of giving voice to the analytical reading of the equation, the truism that is

our concern. The question that drives Heidegger is not whether the equation is true. His question is what it is to dis-

close the world “as a whole” and thereby to “recognize” the truth of the equation.

Heidegger argues that there is only one way to understand the idea of a disclosure of the world “as a whole”
that grounds any knowledge of how things are in the world: such a disclosure is only possible through the negation

of any knowledge of how things are in the world. Such a negation reveals the world to be nothing without this knowl-

edge of it. Heidegger's argument runs as follows: To disclose the world as the totality of that to which one's

knowledge is answerable is to have the world in view as something that does not have any particular being as its

content. For it consists in a disclosure of the world “as a whole,” not as a whole like a bag is a whole that contains

many items in it, but as a whole that manifests the openness of Being as such. If this disclosure had any particular

being as its content, it would not manifest the openness of Being as such but only the openness of a particular kind

of being, namely the one that one recognizes. This is why Heidegger thinks that a disclosure of the world as the

totality of that to which one's knowledge is answerable is only possible through, or consists in, a negation of any pos-

sible content one might think or know about the world. The primordial disclosure of the world—the world “as a

whole”—cannot but take the form of a ground that is what it is, namely the ground of any knowledge of the world,

by withdrawing itself as the ground of any knowledge of the world and thereby revealing “the nothing itself—as

such.”34 Heidegger describes this negation of any possible content as an experience in which “all things and we our-

selves sink into indifference,” become meaningless, and withdraw themselves from us.35 This does not mean that

the world as a whole disappears. The negation of knowledge that characterizes this experience does not consist in a

denial of its truth, as if all my knowledge of the world were revealed as a mere illusion of knowledge. To the contrary.

The negation of knowledge that reveals the nothing that the world is apart from my knowledge of it consists in an

experience in which my answers to the “voice of Being” are not denied. Rather, I experience them in a manner in

which they are not available to me as something that is a ground for thinking and doing anything at all.

This fundamental disclosure of the world, trivially, cannot be discursive. Discursivity, on any account, means that

a manifold is brought under concepts. If things go well, it is an act of knowledge of how things are in the world. By

contrast, the nothing that the world is apart from the knowledge one has of it, trivially, is not a manifold that one can

bring under a concept or fail to bring under a concept. The nothing that one discloses, as Heidegger insists, really is

nothing. It is not something next to or behind the manifold of the world. Rather, it is what is disclosed when anything

there is in the world, that is, anything one knows about it, is negated. Heidegger calls this form of disclosure of the

world, which discloses the world “as a whole” by negating any possible content, Stimmung, a mood. The nothing is

revealed in a mood. The mood that reveals it is anxiety. For this is just what anxiety is: it is the very mood that

reveals, as such, the nothing that the world is apart from one's knowledge of it. “Anxiety reveals the nothing.”36

Hence, according to this reading, Heidegger's notion of Stimmung is not an abstract notion that can be colored in

many different ways. Rather, anxiety is the original and fundamental Stimmung. For anxiety reveals the nothing that

the world is apart from one's knowledge of it and thereby brings the world “as a whole” into view.

The nothing that anxiety reveals, Heidegger tells us, is what renders possible the “openness of being as such for

human existence” and enables the human to be answerable to beings “in the first place.”37 This does not mean that,

prior to the openness of being as such, there is something other than the openness of being as such, namely nothing.

Rather, to say that the nothing is what renders possible the openness of being as such for the human being is to say

946 KERN

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.12952, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



that the openness of being as such for those beings whose being it is to be open to the openness of Being, is not a

fact the human being can explain by appealing to some other fact. Rather, it is the “truth of Being.” Those beings

whose being it is to be open to the openness of Being cannot but “experience” this openness of Being, and hence

the fact “that there is being,” as the “wonder of all wonders.”38 This is why the experience of this “fact” is only possi-

ble by being exposed to the nothing. It is anxiety, and nothing but anxiety, that reveals the wonder of Being that

makes up human existence.

This does not mean that we find ourselves anxious all the time. To the contrary, we are very rarely courageous

enough to face the form of consciousness that anxiety is. Rather, it means that most of the time we keep ourselves

busy hiding this anxiety, which, however, is with us at all times as that which renders possible any knowledge of the

world. According to this reading, Heidegger does not want to say that there are two modes of disclosure of

the world: a non-discursive and a discursive one that relate to each other as a ground relates to what it grounds.

Heidegger's notion of Stimmung is not in opposition to the principle of cognizability; rather, it is its veritable execu-

tion as an analytical truth. It describes what it is to disclose the world as the totality of what is the ground of any

knowledge of the world, the world “as a whole.” To disclose the world as the totality of the knowable is to be open

to the openness of Being. We learn from Heidegger that to be open to the openness of Being is a manner of being

that entails, as such, to be open to the nothing that the world is apart from the knowledge one has of it. This is the

“truth of Being.” It is for this reason and in this sense that the fundamental disclosure of the world is, trivially, not an

act of knowledge, understanding, or insight. The fundamental disclosure of the world consists in the experience of

the nothing that the world is apart from one's knowledge of it. This explains why the experience of the wonder of all

wonders—the wonder of Being—lies at the bottom of human existence and makes its own existence, for itself, a

manifestation of this wonder.
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ENDNOTES
1 See, among others, the programmatic title of his book Die Aktualität des Deutschen Idealismus (2016).
2 Pippin, 2024, p. 7.
3 Heidegger, 1986: 34f. (All translations from Heidegger's text are mine, A.K.)
4 Heidegger, 1986, p. 47.
5 Pippin, 2024: X.
6 Pippin, 2024, p. 8.
7 Pippin, 2024, p. 10.
8 See McDowell, 2016: 311f.
9 See Haugeland, 2016 and Stroud, 2011.

10 See McDowell, 2016, p. 312.
11 McDowell, 2016, p. 312.
12 See for this McDowell, 1996, p. 27.
13 See for this account McDowell, 2016, p. 313.
14 See McDowell, 2016, p. 314.
15 See Kant, 1968: B138. See also McDowell, 2016, p. 315.
16 McDowell, 2016, p. 317.
17 See McDowell, 2016, p. 318.
18 McDowell, 2016, p. 319.
19 See McDowell, 2016, p. 320.
20 Pippin, 2024, p. 39.
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21 Pippin, 2024, pp. 39, 36.
22 Pippin, 2024, pp. 22, see also 41.
23 See for this characterization of cognitivism also McDowell, 2016, p. 322.
24 Pippin, 2024, p. 22.
25 Pippin, 2024, pp. 22, 23.
26 Pippin, 2024, p. 15.
27 Pippin, 2024, p. 41.
28 Pippin, 2024, p. 36.
29 See McDowell, 2016, p. 323.
30 Heidegger, 1986, p. 15. (“Einleitung”).
31 Heidegger, 1986, p. 16.
32 Heidegger, 1986, p. 46 (“Nachwort”).
33 Heidegger, 1986, p. 47.
34 Heidegger, 1986, p. 33.
35 Heidegger, 1986, p. 32.
36 Heidegger, 1986, p. 32.
37 Heidegger, 1986, p. 35.
38 Heidegger, 1986, p. 47 (“Nachwort”).
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Abstract

In The Culmination, Robert Pippin offers a stunning

reassessment of the achievements of absolute idealism.

Having developed some of the most persuasive defenses of

Hegel's absolute idealism to date, Pippin now argues that

Heidegger's trenchant critique of Hegel has revealed a dog-

matism at the very heart of absolute idealism: an unwarranted

identification of what is with what is discursively knowable.

This dogmatic identification leads to a distorted understand-

ing of the meaning of Being, a reifying account of beings, and

a neglect of our own finitude. In this article, I defend Hegel

against these charges. The upshot of this discussion is two-

fold. Rather than evading the question of the exteriority of

being, I argue, Hegel in fact aims to reveal that this exteriority

is internal to thinking itself. And rather than identifying the

meaning of being with discursive knowability, Hegel shows

that the meaning of being resides in a form of freedom that

goes beyond the self-transparency of knowing.

In The Culmination, Robert Pippin offers a stunning reassessment of the achievements of absolute idealism. Having

developed some of the most persuasive defenses of Hegel's absolute idealism to date, Pippin's re-engagement with

Heidegger has brought him to a surprising conclusion: What absolute idealism takes as the very ground and end of

philosophy, the absolute identity of thinking and being, can neither be presupposed nor achieved. “There is no such

absolute congruence of thinking and being,” as Pippin tells us in the Preface (Pippin 2024: x). And after having pro-

vided a detailed reconstruction of Heidegger's critique of Kant and Hegel that tries to reveal why the truth of being

cannot just be equated with “what is known of things and in things” (Hegel 2010: 21.29), Pippin reaffirms his verdict:
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“There is no Absolute. There cannot be an Absolute.” (Pippin 2024: 184)1 If that is right, it seems that absolute ideal-

ism is fundamentally misguided, oriented by a “chimerical goal” (Pippin 2024: x). This does not have to mean that

“what Hegel has accomplished in the Logic or the Philosophy of Right has turned out to be worthless”
(Pippin 2024: 215), but it would certainly suggest that Hegel did not truly understand what he had actually accom-

plished. Redeeming his insights would therefore require a fundamental reframing of his whole endeavor.2

If Heidegger is right, this reframing has to start by asking a question that almost all philosophy has been oblivious

to: The question of the meaning of being, die Frage nach dem Sinn von Sein. Only by raising this question, Heidegger

contends, can we gain access to issues that are of the deepest significance for human existence in general and that

are vital for grasping the ills of our time in particular.3 Asking the question of being properly would mean to challenge

a presumption that rules Western metaphysics and that idealism has upheld with unparalleled radicality: the pre-

sumption that “to be is to be rationally intelligible” (Pippin 2024: 142), “discursively intelligible” (Pippin 2024: 142),

“in principle knowable” (Pippin 2024: 166). On this reading, it is still true that German Idealism is the culmination of

the Western philosophical tradition. But this is not so because it would bring to completion and fruition its ultimate

truth, but because it finally reveals its insurmountable limit, its fatal flaw.

In what follows, I want to ask if we have no choice but to understand absolute idealism in a manner that makes

it guilty as charged. I will first summarize the critique that Pippin's Heidegger has launched against Hegel and con-

sider some immediate Hegelian responses to these charges. Second, I will consider two of the charges more closely.

This will lead us to two Hegelian counter-questions addressed to Heidegger. Third, I will try to resituate where the

true challenge lies.

1 |

In The Culmination, Pippin gives an account of Heidegger's work that is unusual and impressive in many respects.

What is remarkable throughout is the unity of Heidegger's project that Pippin manages to uncover and the contem-

porary relevance he can thereby reveal. Pippin shows how the concrete analysis of Dasein which has inspired so

many contemporary readers is of a piece with Heidegger's at first much more opaque concern with the question of

being. As Pippin argues, we can only truly understand Heidegger's contribution to the analysis of the human life-form

and its normativity if we grasp it as part of his ontological questioning. This “resolute reading” (Pippin 2024: 25)

allows Pippin to find much greater unity in Heidegger's work before and after the Kehre than is usually the case. The

question of being is already driving the analytic of Dasein, and the interrogation of the meaning of being as such that

informs the later works, works which apparently leave the issue of Dasein behind, is much more continuous with the

concerns of the earlier works than one might think. As Pippin reveals, Heidegger's question of being is neither

the question why there is something rather than nothing nor what must be true of everything there is, but rather the

question of the meaning of being: a consideration of the way in which things come to matter in their very being. Ask-

ing the question of being is therefore not aiming to get at the “really real” (Pippin 2024: 43, 103), the things in them-

selves lying behind whatever we may grasp of them, but rather asking how things originally come to manifest and

matter such that we may engage with them.4 If that is right the Kehre does not sever the connection between being

and Dasein to finally leave Dasein behind and turn to the pure exteriority of being itself; rather, it just interrogates

the relation of the two from the other side, from the side of being and not, as before, from the side of Dasein. When

understood in this more unified way, Heidegger's whole oeuvre constitutes, as Pippin shows, a more radical alterna-

tive to the tradition of German Idealism than we may have assumed. It is a familiar thought that the kind of analysis

that Heidegger gives of Dasein in Being and Time gives an alternative account of the sources of normativity, akin to

and yet different from the various Kantian, Hegelian, Wittgensteinian, or pragmatist accounts. But against the back-

ground of Pippin's reading it transpires that the difference of the account is more radical than it may have seemed.

Heidegger is not just offering us a broadly pragmatist account of what it means to be a rational animal, questioning

the intellectualism of other pictures, he is giving us a fundamentally different account of ourselves that is no longer
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centered around the idea of rationality (cf. Kern 2024). What we are – what it means to be a person – is not a ratio-

nal animal, regardless of whether this is understood in an intellectualist or a more pragmatic manner. What we are is

Dasein, that is, a being that is open to the very meaning of being, a being for which the being of things and its own

being comes to matter in a peculiar way.5 Rationality, in so far it has a role to play here, is just one of the modalities

through which the meaning of being is articulated. The primary mode in which being shows up in its significance for

us is not knowledge but care (Sorge). Understood in this way, we realize that Heidegger is fundamentally challenging

the self-understanding at the heart of German Idealism and many contemporary accounts of the human life-form

influenced by it.

Now, what is at the center of Heidegger's critique of idealism in general and Hegel in particular? The critique

develops in four stages: (1) First, Heidegger argues that, like the philosophical tradition that has culminated in Ger-

man Idealism, Hegel has failed to raise the question of the meaning of being explicitly and with a sufficient under-

standing of the actual depth of this question. (2) Secondly, we might say, Hegel has implicitly given a wrong,

restrictive answer to that question. Instead of properly asking what the meaning of being qua being is, Hegel has pre-

emptively identified being with discursive knowability. This is, according to Pippin's Heidegger, a “dogmatic” assump-

tion (e.g. Pippin 2024: 145), which not only lacks proper justification, but actually gets the meaning of being wrong.

This wrong answer, identifying being with discursive knowability, involves (3) a metaphysics of presence, according

to which beings are generally treated in terms of “standing presences” (Pippin 2024: 11, 32, 68, 99, 106) and con-

ceived of as “determinacies” (Pippin 2024: 83, 155, 164). This means that the ontology that results does not only get

the fundamental understanding of being wrong but also distorts the form of the various types of beings it distin-

guishes. Most importantly, it distorts the kinds of beings we are ourselves, and that is: those beings for whom the

question of being could at all become an issue. Dasein is, according to Heidegger, fundamentally “not a determinate

this-such” (Pippin 2024: 164) and not something present at hand, but Hegel's ontology unavoidably imposes this

false form on Dasein. (4) The avoidance of the ontological question, the wrong account of the meaning of being and

the distortion of beings, is finally connected to a denial of our finitude, or, to be more precise, the “finitude of pure

thinking” (Pippin 2024: 173). Let me briefly discuss these charges in turn.

(1) Does Hegel ask the question of being and of the meaning of being as such? Well, certainly not in the form in

which Heidegger has introduced us to it. Hegel shows no awareness that the first and most fundamental question

we have to ask is the question of what the meaning of being qua being is. However, the fact that he hasn't raised it

as such does not, in and of itself, prove that he does so by way of a dogmatic denial and that he finds no indirect

way of addressing it.

The first thing to note is that Hegel does not avoid the topic of being altogether. In fact, he starts his very Logic

with pure being as such. As Pippin presents it, the upshot of this discussion is merely negative. Rather than articulat-

ing the meaning of being, the beginning of the Logic aims to show that “the mere thinking of ‘being’ is not a thought

at all.” (Pippin 2024: 164)6 Rather than truly raising the question of being, pure being in its indeterminacy is, as it

were, removed from the picture, gotten out of the way. But isn't there a much more positive reading we could give

of the first steps of the Logic? It is in thinking being, pure being in its indeterminacy, that we are first introduced to

the very movement of the concept that will structure the rest of the book. In that way, it would seem that it is not

demonstrated that being as such cannot be a topic of the Logic. Rather, Hegel's own suggestion seems to be that

without presupposing anything other than being (pure being in its indeterminacy), the movement of the concept

already arises, unfolding this very being. Presumably, Hegel thinks of this as playing an important role in the practical

demonstration of the congruence of thinking and being.

But even if Pippin were right that the first steps of the Logic teach us a merely negative lesson regarding the

thinkability of pure being, this would still leave open the possibility that the question of being and of the meaning of

being could be present in Hegel's Logic in a different manner: not as an explicit question and circumscribed topic, but

as an overall issue that manifests itself indirectly through the whole exposition. Pippin himself points in this direction

when he suggests that Hegel might respond to Heidegger's complaints by arguing “that thinkability as the meaning

of being can only be shown, not said.” (Pippin 2024: 171) The question therefore is whether Hegel truly avoids the
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question, as Heidegger contends, or proposes a different way of developing it. In the next section I will give more

indications that suggest he is doing the latter.

(2) The second charge is that Hegel preemptively identifies the meaning of being with discursive intelligibility.

On Heidegger's account this amounts to a form of dogmatic rationalism, rationalism as dogmatism. It involves what

we could call the “logical prejudice”: the assumption “that only what is fit to be the content of an assertion can count

as a being” (Pippin 2024: 48; cf. McManus 2024). Part of the problem with this prejudice is that the identification is

presupposed, rather than properly defended in the context of possible alternative answers.7 The other part of the

problem, however, is that this identification gets the meaning of being wrong on Heidegger's account. Being is what

is disclosed through attunement and manifest in our practical comportment to the world – it is not exhausted by

what we can discursively assert.

Now, it seems certainly right that, in his Logic, Hegel does not consider and defend the identification of being

and rational intelligibility in the context of possible alternatives. Logic is our engagement with being and beings inso-

far as and to the extent that they lend themselves to an intelligible rendering, so that this identification is, in a sense,

built into the very form of the account. However, the early Hegel wrote a Phenomenology as an introduction to his

system, meant to first bring us to the standpoint from which we can do logic, rather than simply presupposing

it. (Thus, for the young Hegel, just as for Heidegger, there is a sense in which Phenomenology comes first.) And the

mature Hegel has embedded the Logic in an Encyclopedic system in which it is both followed by and preceded by

the Realphilosophie. Pippin himself clearly reveals the ways in which Hegel has thereby indicated the limitedness of

his logical project, indeed the “insufficiency of the Logic – even as metaphysics – if considered as a stand-alone part”
(Pippin 2024: 180). In that sense, we can doubt whether Hegel is suggesting that the significance of being is

exhausted by the Logic and its identification of being and intelligibility. There is a dimension of natural and spiritual

existence that awaits us beyond the Logic and that is revealed as irreducible on Hegel's own account.

What is more, even within the bounds of the Logic, it seems doubtful to me that Hegel is guilty of the “logical
prejudice” narrowly conceived, limiting being not just to what is intelligible but to what is “rationally or discursively

intelligible” (Pippin 2024’: 142). By highlighting the fact that predicative judgment is unsuited for truly expressing

the movement of the concept, Hegel suggests that the intelligibility he aims to make accessible through his Logic is

wider than what our predicative assertions can provide.8 But if that is true the opposition between Heidegger and

Hegel is not as clear cut. Even Heidegger approaches being in terms of its meaning and thus, in some sense, in terms

of its intelligibility. Of course Heidegger aims for a broad form of intelligibility or “understanding”, originally revealed

in our attunement and comportment, rather than in our theoretical or practical knowledge. But given his critique of

judgment, we may ask whether Hegel's notion of intelligibility has a greater kinship with the intelligibility of being

that Heidegger aims to bring into view.

Pippin himself concedes both point: first, that Hegel has himself given limited status to the Logic, highlighting

that it introduces us to a mere “realm of shadows” we have to go beyond; second, the unusual character of Hegel's

characterization of intelligibility within the Logic that seems to point beyond an identification of being with predica-

tive assertibility. However, he suggests that this does not invalidate Heidegger's critique:

Does any of this mean that Heidegger's critique misses the mark? Not decisively, I would suggest. No

matter how unusual Hegel's position on both conceptual and real determinacy turns out to be, the

driving impetus in his account is to account for the knowability of being and to account for being

itself in terms of knowability.

(Pippin 2024: 181)

I take Pippin here to suggest that within the Logic and beyond, Hegel's account remains solely oriented towards

knowability. So even though he may not fall under the rubric of the logical prejudice narrowly conceived, if we mean

by this the identification of what is with what can be known, and the identification of what can be known with what

can be asserted in a predicative judgment, he would still be committed to a restricted view of the meaningfulness of
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being: it is always and only what is to be known, and in knowing it we completely exhaust its significance. In the next

section, I want to suggest that, looking at the whole system, we might give a different characterization of Hegel's

overall take on the meaning of being that could suggest that knowability is not all there is to it for Hegel.

(3) The third charge is this: The fact that Hegel is oblivious to the fundamental ontological question of being and

preemptively identifies being with knowability is connected to a misguided ontology: beings in general are treated as

determinacies and in terms of something present at hand. Whereas I think Hegel may not be helpless against charges

1 and 2, but is an appropriate target of those, I have a harder time seeing how he is articulating a metaphysics of

presence in the sense that for him the world would consist of entities that are merely present-at-hand (vorhanden)

and therefore invites a manipulative and instrumental understanding of being.9 As Pippin himself makes clear, Hegel

does not present us with a reified account of beings, but rather presents beings as moments in the articulation of the

self-moving concept. Everything that is is therefore presented in terms of a becoming, a movement that does not

lend itself to the reification of presences at hand. This is connected to the way in which Hegel brings out the limita-

tions of discursive intelligibility to do justice to what is, judgment being a clumsy instrument, one unsuited to grasp

the speculative content of thinking (Hegel 1991: §31A). We grasp the dynamic character of being internally by

experiencing the dissatisfying limitations of predicative judgments and by using judgment in a self-transgressive,

speculative way.

(4) The fourth and final charge is that Hegel's philosophical account does not truly acknowledge our finitude.

Pippin focuses mainly on the finitude of pure thinking in regard to its capacity to determine being. Understood in

these terms, this point is connected to charge 1 and 2. Not properly raising the question of being and precipitously

identifying being with discursive intelligibility implies that pure thinking has full sway over being. However, Pippin

also connects the issue of the finitude of pure thinking to a broader acknowledgment of our own finitude: the signifi-

cance of our own mortality and our dependence on presuppositions that always already precede us and cannot be

mastered. It is not hard to understand how one can get the idea that Hegel's claims to absolute knowing and his

assertions that spirit has a way of surviving its own death amount to a denial of human finitude. However, I think

there is a way of understanding Hegel's response to the issue of finitude more charitably. In his discussion of the

problem of finitude, he is quite clear that as long as we understand infinity in opposition to finitude, the kind of infin-

ity we might want to attain or claim will always remain finite: limited by its opposition to finitude. True infinity is

therefore only available if we fully grasp our finitude, even acknowledge its necessity. Infinity is therefore not the

overcoming of finitude, but is infinite finitude (Hegel 2007, §386Z). Along these lines, we can think of Hegel's

approach not as an attempt to deny, but to deepen our sense of finitude: we are not finite in the merely Kantian

sense that we would be locked into a species-specific form of intuition that qualifies the status of our access to the

world as relative. Hegel rather tries to show that in our very existence as universal beings or Gattungswesen (and this

means precisely: not as species-beings)10 we are exposed to finitude.

2 |

Let me try to give a deeper response to charges 1 and 2, which will then also pave the way for two countercharges

against Heidegger. Regarding the first charge, it seems obvious that Heidegger asks a new and deep question, open-

ing up a new pathway to a fundamental reappropriation of the philosophical tradition. The mere fact that Hegel does

not raise this question in these terms, however, does not mean that he simply neglects it without any reason. The

way I understand Pippin's Heidegger, it is key to ask the question of being sans phrase, to turn to being qua being in

distinction from any question of the being of specific beings. Independently of asking how this or that particular type

of being is present to me, I need to raise the question how being as such manifests, becomes available, comes to

matter. Now, I think that Hegel's elaboration suggests that he sees a possible problem with asking the question of

being in abstraction from the being of beings. Confronting pure being in its very indeterminacy, as Hegel does in the

beginning of the Logic, reveals that we don't get very far with this. We have to proceed to the attempt of thinking
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determinate beings in order to gain more substantive insights into being. The Logic thus suggests that rather than

turning to being qua being, we have to turn to beings (in their very being). Hegel does so, however, without denying

or downplaying what Heidegger has called the ontico-ontological difference. Hegel's account does not confuse being

with beings.11 Quite the contrary, he makes clear that there is a fundamental difference between being and beings.

To get this into view, however, we have to attend to specific beings and see how the being of those beings is not

exhausted by the determinate features of those beings. Those beings are recast as moments of the self-articulation

of the concept and in this way are based on something that exceeds them: they articulate something that points

beyond them. It is in the process of their articulation that being comes to be disclosed (in a way that is not exhausted

by any determinacy that the concrete beings gain in that process). Thus, there is no two-step process – first the dis-

closure of being, then the conceptual articulation of beings – but only one process of manifestation. Beings and their

Being are distinguishable, yet inseparable.

If that is implicitly guiding Hegel – or, if this is at least a way of construing his approach as a response to

Heidegger – it seems that it opens up the route to a possible countercharge. Insisting on a thematization of the ques-

tion of being in abstraction from the being of concrete beings runs the danger of reifying being and distorting the

form of the ontico-ontological difference. Pippin reminds us of a remarkable passage in § 13 of the Encyclopedia that

Heidegger himself cites in Identity and Difference (Pippin 2024: 187ff.)

Taken formally, and put side by side with the particular, the universal itself becomes something partic-

ular too. In dealing with the objects of ordinary life, this juxtaposition would automatically strike us as

inappropriate and awkward; as if someone who wants fruit, for instance, were to reject cherries,

pears, raisins, etc., because they are cherries, pears, raisins, but not fruit.

(Hegel 1991: §13)

The shopper who would reject cherries, pears, and raisins, because she wants to buy fruit as such, is confused

about the status of the universal and the essential difference of the universal and the particular, putting the universal

side by side with the particular and treating it as an item of the same sort. This seems analogous to someone who is

confused about the ontico-ontological difference and treats Being as one of the beings. Heidegger himself quotes

this passage to make a critical remark about Hegel, but we may turn this around and redirect the charge at Heideg-

ger. Isn't Heidegger, in requiring a treatment of Being in abstraction from the Being of beings, in danger of treating

Being like a being? Pippin himself points in this direction:

What would it mean in this post-culmination or post-Idealist context to struggle to understand the

meaning of Being, to resolve obscurity about what meaning is disclosed, to avoid simply leaving us

with this very general notion of dependence? Without some answer to such a question, it is Heideg-

ger who looks like our shopper searching in vain for ‘fruit.’ (Pippin 2024: 188f.)

If that is right, what Heidegger has done in raising the ontological question, in underlining the ontico-ontological

difference, and in highlighting the tendency of Being to obscure itself in the very guise of present beings,12 would

not, of course, be worthless. But the dialectical constellation would be more complicated than he has led us to

believe. It is not the case that the idealist approach is the only one in danger of obscuring the ontico-ontological dif-

ference. Anti-idealism in its insistence on addressing Being as such opens up the danger of a different obfuscation:

reifying Being.

What about charge 2, the identification of being and discursive intelligibility? I have already indicated that even

if we remain strictly within the bounds of the logical project we can see that Hegel questions the extent to which

logical being can be exhausted by discursive intelligibility. According to Heidegger's perspective, Kant is more attuned

to the finitude of human thinking, for he stresses the importance of intuition and reveals a kind of imaginative syn-

thesis that precedes our conceptual synthesis and originally relates us to being. But it would be wrong to think that

954 KHURANA

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.13000, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



Hegel has simply tried to remove intuition from the picture to instead claim that our thinking is a purely spontaneous

conceptual activity. Quite the contrary, he has shown that intuition is itself a mode of thinking, and that means: that

the passivity and receptivity of intuition is internal to, essential to thinking. He has not removed our finitude but

internalized it such that it is not the other of our unlimited, purely spontaneous, capacity to think but inherent in our

thinking.

That Hegel does not maintain that discursive intelligibility exhausts the meaning of being is also clear from the

explicitly limited character of the kind of being that the Logic claims to address. The being that the Logic engages with

is marked as logical being: being is explicitly introduced here from the very start as the flipside of pure knowing. We

don't start the Logic with being as such, independent of any activity of knowing, but rather with the being of knowing.

It is in thinking through the indeterminacy of the pure knowledge with which the Logic starts that it is revealed that

this pure knowledge is in fact indistinguishable from the pure immediacy of being.13 Another way of bringing out the

same point is by attending to the fact that the Logic is not dealing with any content that would be external to think-

ing in any way, it has only thinking for its content: it is the thinking of thinking. The identity of thinking and being is

thus wholly internal to thinking itself: it is the identity of the act and the content of thinking. Hegel also expresses

this by qualifying the Logic as a “realm of shadows” (and nobody has done more to illuminate this idea than Pippin;

cf. Pippin 2018). As Hegel notes at the very end of the Logic, the results of the Logic therefore remain “shut up in

pure thought” (Hegel 2010, 12.253). Even if the movement of the Logic is a movement of the realization of thought,

it is a realization purely within the sphere of pure thought itself.14 The Logic thus articulates the absolute within a

sphere that is closed off, and in that sense, it is not true to its own aspirations of absoluteness. The Logic is thus

internally dependent upon a Realphilosophie that follows it – and, according to the circular structure of Hegel's

account, that also precedes it. The logical idea needs to transgress itself and release itself out of itself in the form of

exteriority: it needs to release itself out of itself as nature to give room to the moment of its own particularity and

otherness.15 This finitude which the idea here finally realizes is one that is not a mere given, a simple fact, but some-

thing we, or thinking, has to take on (and may shy away from). That is why on Hegel's account, the Logic begins and

ends with a resolve (Entschluss): the resolve to think being; the resolve of the purely logical idea to determine itself as

external idea.

Ultimately, I believe this points us to a different fundamental response to the question of the meaning of being

implicit in Hegel's account: The meaning of being is not simply that it is something to be discursively known; rather,

it is something to which we are to relate freely – something that gains its significance as being to the extent that we

constitute ourselves as free beings in relation to it. The knowledge articulated in the Logic is one mode in which free-

dom is to be realized, freedom qua pure thinking; but it is a mode incomplete without the actualization of freedom

as nature and freedom as spirit.

At the very end of his treatment, Pippin himself brings up the idea that the meaning of being is essentially linked

to freedom in Hegel: For Hegel, freedom is a “matter of fundamental meaningfulness”: what “matters, what must

matter, is the realization of freedom” (Pippin 2024: 218). But Pippin offers a gloss on freedom where this role of

freedom amounts to a confirmation of the idea that the meaning of being is knowability. Freedom consist in “self-
consciously realized self-knowledge” (Pippin 2024: 217) and is therefore nothing other than a form of knowledge.

But the end of the Logic seems to teach us that this kind of self-knowledge cannot be won by shrinking away from

exteriority and retreating into the sphere of pure thought. The realization of freedom requires a mode of existence

not exhausted by what we discursively know about it.

This becomes apparent in the way in which Hegel characterizes freedom in his Realphilosophie in which freedom

emerges out of nature in the Anthropology and gives rise to a second nature in subjective and objective spirit.16 It is

not just that Hegel concedes that in us finite creatures freedom is, alas, tied to a finite bodily existence that we

unfortunately can't shake. Rather, actual freedom is only available thanks to this existence. We need to overcome

the temptation to assume we can gain freedom in some otherworldly realm. Hegel makes clear that a freedom that

does not release itself as nature does not attain its highest point. The freedom of spirit, which is initially described as

a liberation from nature and thus could be understood as striving to leave the being of nature behind, is only
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complete on Hegel's own account if it includes a liberation of spirit in nature and a liberation of nature itself – a liber-

ation that does not appropriate nature for our practical or theoretical purposes, but acknowledges it in its other-

ness.17 To attain a liberation from nature that also sets nature free requires that spirit extends its freedom and

knowledge beyond itself. For freedom to redeem itself as not merely an imposition, it has to show how it can release

itself from itself as nature. This is the metaphysical significance of the idea of “second nature.” It does not reside in

the much more familiar Aristotelian point that we only have our rational capacities by acquiring them, something Pip-

pin rightly points out we don't have to make such a great deal about (Pippin 2024: 159). The metaphysical signifi-

cance is that for us to be able to understand the proper unity of thinking and being, we do not have to merely

understand how thinking can incorporate and transform being into intelligibility, like an animal consuming food and

turning what it has consumed into itself. Rather, we need to see how spirit can let go of itself and return to itself as

nature. If we understand that the first and last word in Hegel is not reason per se, but freedom, we can see how his

approach to being is not dogmatically constricting it as something to be discursively known, but liberating us to relate

to the exteriority of being in our very thinking itself. The question therefore is: is idealism just a form of rationalism,

the celebration of the infinite appropriative power of knowledge, or is idealism an ethos of freedom – of a freedom

that needs to become capable of letting go of itself?

In both respects – with regard to the logical account of being itself and with regard to the embeddedness of

logic in a larger account –, we may say that Hegel's ambition is to show that the link to a being that is not exhausted

by discursive intelligibility should not be presupposed from without but demonstrated to be internal to thinking

itself.18 The Logic shows that the content of pure thinking cannot be exhausted by predicative judgment, that the

being internal to the Logic requires the speculative movement of the concept, and that the logical idea requires fur-

ther realization outside of the realm of shadows. If we reformulate this again in terms of a countercharge, we may

say that Hegel could argue that the insistence on some inexhaustible being independent of thinking is in danger of

dogmatically asserting an other, rather than demonstrating its irreducible presence in ourselves.

3 |

None of this is meant to deny that there is a problematic limitation to the idealist endeavor. But maybe it does not

reside simply in a presupposed and dogmatic identification of being and discursive knowledge. As Pippin rightly

notes, the problem of the identity of thinking and being is connected to an almost unshakable temptation to think of

being as “the really real”. This lures us into conceiving of the issue as the problem of mind and world, world (the

really real) here, mind there. If that is the framing, then the claim that they are simply identical cannot be anything

other than a dogmatic gesture that defies plausibility. Having opposed them and placed them here and there, asking

how they could possibly relate, claiming they are identical seems to undermine the very presupposition of the ques-

tion: There are no two sides, no relation, no problem, but also: nothing to understand. The answer does not respond

to but defies the question.

Maybe we can understand Hegel's move as an attempt to leave this framework behind, get over the question of

the really real, and uncover a different question. The true metaphysical problem does not reside in some abstract

relation of being and thinking, world and mind, but rather in the internal economy of meaningfulness that pertains to

both sides, mind just as well as world. One avid reader of both Heidegger and Hegel, Derrida, has suggested that the

real question lies here: in this question of the economy of meaning. Derrida's suggestion is that Hegelian metaphys-

ics is based upon a limited, appropriative economy of meaning, which, however, ultimately rests upon an

unacknowledged general economy that exceeds the bounds of sense.19 On Derrida's account Hegel is right to leave

the question of mind and world behind by arguing for the identity of being and thinking. The true issue is that Hegel

has remained within the bounds of a restricted economy and shied away from a general economy that exceeds the

appropriative configuration of meaning.20 What we thus need to understand more properly is the way in which

thinking deals with the exteriority that is, as Hegel had rightly pointed out, internal to thinking.
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I take it that Derrida wants to suggest that we are here ultimately confronted with a dilemma that lets us oscil-

late between idealism and anti-idealism. Idealism wants to acknowledge and recognize exteriority as internal to

thinking, but to do so interiorizes it and turns it into an instrument of spirit's self-appropriation. Anti-idealism insists

on the radical exteriority and inexhaustibility of what is other than thinking, but threatens to simply oppose this

other to the finite expressions of our thinking and thereby reify and mystify this inexhaustible other. Idealism and

anti-idealism both fail to account for the radical exteriority of our own being and therefore each drives us back to

the other. Deconstruction is the expression of this aporia, our being torn between idealism and anti-idealism.
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ENDNOTES
1 I refrain from the temptation of asking whether this proposition amounts to a negative absolute.
2 On this account, we would have to recast Hegel's system as a merely regional ontology (covering only the “region of the

knowables” (Pippin 2024: 215)), dependent upon a fundamental ontology that would require a different approach, articu-

lated by the late Heidegger in terms of “poetic thinking.”
3 One gets a good sense of how immediately Heidegger connects the ontological question to a diagnosis of social patholo-

gies in his lecture course Introduction to Metaphysics (Heidegger 2000). One also gets an idea how sweeping and problem-

atic many of his social diagnosis are. Pippin doesn't discuss these social diagnoses in their own right and I will not go into

them either.
4 Anyone who may have hoped for a renunciation of the Copernican turn here will thus be disappointed. Heidegger is pres-

ented as the most radical critic of the idealist tradition, but a critic from within that tradition. This includes the claim that

Heidegger is even said to be committed to the “‘logic as metaphysics’ thesis … if we expand the notion of logic to include

apperceptive comportment” (Pippin 2024: 97; cf. McManus 2024).
5 “Dasein is openness to the meaning of Being itself, ‘being there’ at the site of any manifestation of such meaning.”
(Pippin 2024: 164)

6 And Pippin continues: “The indeterminacy of mere being, its indistinguishability from what is not being, makes it indistin-

guishable from ‘nothing.’ Therewith follows the spontaneous self-constitution by pure thinking of what would satisfy the

determinacy conditions without which nothing could be a determinate anything.” (Pippin 2024: 164)
7 Pippin (2024: 150): “Pinning down the meaning of any being as the knowable is not and cannot be a topic in Logic. The

basic question is begged.”
8 The form of judgment is “inapt [ungeschickt] for expressing what is concrete (and what is true is concrete) and specula-

tive; because of its form, the judgment is one-sided and to that extent false” (Hegel 1991: §31A)
9 There are other ways in which his discourse may be organized around the central value of presence as Derrida has

famously argued, but I don't think it happens by way of reducing what is to what is simply present at hand.
10 On the contrast between what it means to be a “species-being” (Artwesen) and what it is to be a “genus-being”

(Gattungswesen) cf. Khurana 2022.
11 Even Heidegger does not seem to think that Hegel does so: “Metaphysics responds to Being as logic, and is accordingly

in its basic characteristics everywhere logic, but a logic that thinks the Being of beings, and thus logic which is determined

by what differs in the difference: onto-theo-logic (ID, 70)” (quoted according to Pippin 2024: 163, emphasis added).
12 “The oblivion of being belongs to that essence of being which this oblivion itself conceals. It belongs so essentially to the

destiny of being that the dawn of destiny begins as the unveiling of the present in its presence. This means: the history

of being begins with oblivion of being; it begins with being keeping to itself with its essence, its difference from beings.”
(Heidegger 2002: 275, transl. modified)

13 “Pure knowledge, thus withdrawn into this unity, has sublated every reference to an other and to mediation; it is without

distinctions and as thus distinctionless it ceases to be knowledge; what we have before us is only simple immediacy. …
The true expression of this simple immediacy is therefore pure being.” (Hegel 2010: 21.55)
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14 In a surprising turn at the very end of the book, it becomes clear that the idea which was characterized as the very unity

of concept and reality, subject and object, remains enclosed in thought: “the simple being to which the idea determines

itself remains perfectly transparent to it: it is the idea that in its determination remains with itself” (Hegel 2010: 12.253).
15 “The absolute freedom of the Idea, however, is that it does not merely pass over into life, nor that it lets life shine within

itself as finite cognition, but that, in the absolute truth of itself, it resolves to freely release out of itself the moment of its

particularity or of the initial determining and otherness, [i. e.,] the immediate Idea as its reflexion, or itself as

Nature”(Hegel 1991: §244)
16 For a much more detailed account of the way in which the form and actuality of freedom can only be understood on the

basis of life, see Khurana (2025).
17 Understood in this way, there opens up the possibility of a Hegelianism that would not “require a relation to what is

other than thought, nature as pure domination,” thereby responding to a deep criticism elaborated “from Schelling to

Heidegger and Adorno” (Pippin 2024: 148).
18 To make the same point in a different way: When Pippin writes that “there is no such absolute congruence of thinking

and being”, what is the status of this proposition? I take it this is something we know. But if it is, how does knowledge

know of the absence of such absolute congruence? It can only do so if the difference between being and thinking is inter-

nal to knowing itself.
19 Cf. Derrida (1978: 328): “In naming the without-reserve of absolute expenditure ‘abstract negativity’, Hegel, through

precipitation, blinded himself to that which he had laid bare under the rubric of negativity. And did so through precipita-

tion toward the seriousness of meaning and the security of knowledge.” See also Derrida's program of a “reduction of

meaning” in Derrida (1982: 134) which aims to go beyond the “reduction to meaning”, shared by idealism and phenome-

nology alike.
20 Cf. Pippin's own characterization of this restricted economy with regard of the release of nature: “Hegelian releasement

is a stage in the final self-comprehension of the Absolute, its return to itself after its externalization” (Pippin 2024: 193).
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In Being and Time, Heidegger wanted to convince his readers of two initial claims, along the way to a much longer pro-

ject that he had planned for the book. One was that entities are available for experience in their significance

(Bedeutsamkeit), salient in experience because of the way they matter, given various comportments, practical undertak-

ings in our engagements with beings and with others. In making this claim, he was concerned with the issue he called

primordiality or fundamentality. While various sensible and material properties of objects could be attended to, his phe-

nomenological claim was that this sort of attentiveness was secondary, “founded,” an abstraction from our original,

practical engagement. The second followed from that claim of primordiality. It was that this availability could not be

understood as a matter of discursive discrimination, as if the objects' significance was a function of or result of our

judging or even being able to judge the objects to be significant. His now famous examples involved the use of tools or

“equipment.” While we obviously have reasons to grab a hammer by the wooden handle and not the metal top, our

understanding of how to use the hammer was not a matter of those reasons guiding or directing our use, that the

know-how involved in hammer competency need have no basis in prior beliefs or implicit beliefs about proper ham-

mering. The hammer came to matter as some task or other arose, and it could so matter because of a nondiscursive

familiarity with hammers and the equipmental context assumed as a background for that significance, a context itself

not appealed to or invoked in any discursive way. That context was itself a component of a general horizon of possible

meaningfulness, a source of comportments that would make sense to engage in, a “world.” Our general orientation in

any such equipmentman context, our knowing our way around in a given historical world, is much more a matter of

what he called “attunement,” a way of being onto, appreciating, registers of significance in experience, rather than

rule-following or conscious directedness. This meant that there was a primordial normative dimension in the availability

of entities, significances, meaningfulness, mattering, that was not properly understood as the product of or even as

subject to rational assessment. And this claim is the source of the important questions that Schear raises.

1 | RESPONSE TO JOSEPH SCHEAR

This issue of a nondiscursive form of intelligibility is all very familiar from the early reception of Being and Time, espe-

cially in the United States, where the issues of nonconceptual content and the mind-world relation in general formed

a good deal of the discussion of Heidegger. But, as Schear's comments make clear, Heidegger's concerns are not lim-

ited to tool intelligibility. The final object of his concern is Western metaphysics itself, and its having “forgotten” the
question of the meaning of being. The assumption since Plato has been that to be is to be rationally, discursively
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intelligible, such that beings could be meaningfully available only as possible objects of judgment. This is immediately

paradoxical. How could Heidegger claim that the meaning of Being has been forgotten, when he also charges that

the tradition has locked itself into “meaning” as rational intelligibility? He thinks this because he thinks the question

of “meaning” has been forgotten by being dogmatically assumed, foreclosing any deeper interrogation. The tradition

has committed itself to the claim that what matters in our engagements, what we cannot but most care about, what

is originally salient is an attentiveness to the “what is it” question, rational explicability in various forms. We think of

ourselves as subjects rendering an otherwise alien, opaque, mysterious world familiar and so “our own,” manifesting

itself as suffused with nous, in Aristotle's terms, open to our need to render it intelligible. This comes to a kind of cul-

mination in Hegel because Hegel was not only interested in the indispensable elements of this potential knowability,

the Concept, but he also insisted on its absolute scope and status. That is, the meaning of the modern state, or civil

society or art or religion, even human history, its significance and importance to us, lay ultimately in its rational form,

its being in some way comprehensible as the product of reason. In this way, for Heidegger, Hegel's position is not

just uniquely “rationalistic.” It expresses the driving force of all Western philosophy. From here he goes on to argue

that the effects of this dogmatic forgetfulness have been catastrophic, leading to mass societies where inauthenticity

is unavoidable, and initiating a predatory stance toward all the nonhuman world, such that in “our” world the mean-

ing of being is “enframed” as material for technological manipulation.

Schear wants to question one aspect of this multi-layered and wide-ranging project. He asks: is it right to con-

trast a nondiscursive attunement to mattering from a “rationalistic” approach, or is there some way of preserving a

role for reason in what ends up counting as mattering, significant, or ultimately in leading a life. He suggests that

Heidegger (or my Heidegger) might have made it too easy to reject any primordial role for cognitive and normative

rationality. There can be a revised version of the role of rationality that is not subject to Heidegger's concerns

Posing the question this way suggests one or two qualifications before arriving at Schear's main claims about

the place of reason in experience. First, Hegelian dogmatism about the meaning of being involves charging it with a

dogmatic assumption about what the question of meaning could amount to. Hegel assumes that what is primordial

in the possible availability of anything for experience is determinacy, discursive discriminability from what a thing is

not. That is certainly an issue one can attend to, but this leaves unasked whether the primary source of meaningful-

ness, the original, familiar sense the world makes to us is such determinacy. (And if so, what is the phenomenological

evidence?) What has been dogmatically excluded is the primacy of mattering in such availability. Before the issue of

the workings of reason in the world making some original sense to us can be raised, this claim for priority and its phe-

nomenological evidence must get a hearing. His claim is that once we reassess how we understand such primordial

availability, the modality of “apprehending” it must also be reassessed as necessarily nondiscursive, pre-reflective.

This drastically elevates what we might otherwise consider a minor aspect of human experience, like being able to

say that one feels “in tune” with a friend, or that one feels one understands Schubert in a way that has nothing to do

with musical theory, to primary philosophical significance. Heidegger connects this claim with a notion of truth as

disclosure or uncovering rather than assertion, and it leads him to assigning a crucial role to what he calls “poetry,”
or art in general, for philosophy. So the question Schear is raising is a crucial one.

Likewise the highest genus problem or the indeterminacy problem skews the discussion in the wrong direction. This

will turn out to be foreign to how Heidegger understand the question of being (any assumptions relevant in a “thing”
ontology will be incommensurate with considering the meaning of being as an event happening in a historical world).

So Schear formulates his question by construing Heidegger's claim in a certain way. He asks: must the rationalist

accept the claim that the primary availability of beings in nondiscursive attunements is “unthinkable.” “Unthinkable”
goes pretty far. Heidegger's central claims about Dasein as being-in-the-world clearly does not mean that such pri-

mordial meaningfulness is unintelligible. As I understand the point we are being led to, the question is not whether

attunements are “thinkable.” They certainly are. I can certainly try to say what matters to me when asked. Schear's

question is whether they are in some way rationally redeemable, preliminary manifestations subject to some reflec-

tive regime of assessment even if not “engineered” or originally determined by reasoning. If I can say what matters

to me, and if reflection and normative assessment are always possible, are implicit in human significances, then it

960 PIPPIN

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.13001 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



goes too far, he claims, to argue that such mattering is wholly nondiscursive. But again, the question is primordiality

not subsequent discursive justification or even articulability. I (and Heidegger, as he notes) agree with Schear that a

“rationalist” need not believe that experiencing something as mattering to one needs to be understood as the prod-

uct of a reflective determination of what ought to matter. I can find something mattering to me and ask myself in a

moment of reflection why it does or whether it ought to. But if mattering in the first place cannot be understood as

guided or directed by reflection, then Heidegger's case for the primordiality of Bedeutsamkeit in the availability of

being is made. Moreover, and more importantly, in his emphasis on finitude, Heidegger would also want to know

how the considerations that one might advance in explaining or justifying one's concerns themselves have come to

matter, appear dispositive over other possible considerations. There is no reason to believe we are “in charge” of

such considerations, apart from our inheritance of a historical world “horizoning” possible significances, the consider-

ation that bear on our experience of what matters to us in an assessment.

Likewise, I agree that a rationalist, in order to count as one, as one of Heidegger's opponents, need not be com-

mitted to the view that one can “engineer” what matters to one by reflection. And I agree that mattering is never a

matter of a brute fact. When Schear speaks of a sense of agency “at work in our living rapport with what matters”
and that it “consists in the mattering being expressive of one's engagement with the world,” or “What matter figures

in her life as something in which she participates,” neither I nor Heidegger should disagree. Something can certainly

matter without self-conscious reflection, without making lists, and without engineering.

But how should we understand the difference between the role of philosophical reflection in determining what

“really matters” as Schear puts it and “the role of reason in our ordinary phenomenology of mattering”? It is of

course a fantasy to believe that if only more people would read John Rawls's Theory of Justice that a welfarist pro-

gram would be much more likely politically, or that people are capitalist because they have found good reasons for

property rights. Schear seems to me to have suggested a “space” for a “reformed rationalist” not deluded by the fan-

tasies of a “traditional rationalist.” Once we have cleared that ground, we are prepared for a more phenomenologi-

cally realistic picture of the role of reason in ordinary life. He enters that space at one point in his remarks. “One can

have reasons for something mattering without having reasoned one's way into it mattering, or even self-consciously

holding beliefs about its importance.” On the one hand, this can sound like the hammer example we started with.

There are reasons one could come up with, but having come up with them is no guarantee that they account for the

mattering in the first place, and so can seem like rationalizations. And one's own reasons need not be reasons,

assuming that real reasons are good reasons. “That doesn't matter to me because it's women's work” might count as

someone's reasons, but, as noted before, the “reasons” are already as infected with what has come to matter to the

person as whatever particular mattering is being denied. I'm not sure how much space has really been opened up for

our reformed rationalist.

Moreover, if there is a clear gap between philosophical attempts to show how certain institutions and practices

can be understood as product of disinterested reason, and, on the other hand, “the role of reason in our ordinary

phenomenology of mattering,” then what is the point of the former? Idealization is the usual answer, an ideal to be

realized as much as possible. But that just pushes the question back to the role of philosophical idealizations if they

play no role in the sources of and the instances of mattering. In Hegel's work, the question would be what the point

is of Hegel's insistence in so many cases of his Realphilosophie that the ground of his claim lies ultimately in his Logic.

2 | RESPONSE TO DENIS MCMANUS

McManus's rich set of comments raise an issue central to the interpretation of both Heidegger and the metaphysical

tradition explored in The Culmination. Strictly speaking, metaphysics in the Western tradition is the attempt at an a

priori understanding of substance, what pure (empirically unaided) thinking can determine about “the really real,”
often beings not available sensibly because noetic, ideal, accessible only by the “light” of pure reason. Heidegger

understands the notion in a much broader way and sees what he wants to call metaphysics in empirical study, moral

THE CULMINATION: REPLY TO MY CRITICS 961

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.13001 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



theory, the hard sciences, aesthetics, theology and our everyday treatment of one another. The core of this notion

of metaphysics is the idea of the “logical prejudice” (Dahlstrom's phrase)1 that McManus highlights. At first glance,

this is Heidegger's view that for the metaphysical tradition what could be intelligibly available (and so what could be)

is what could be discursively intelligible, a fit object of an assertoric judgment, and so ultimately that the realm of

beings is the realm of the potentially knowable (where the vehicle of knowability is the judgment, or its content, the

proposition, the only possible truth-bearer). Pure thinking in the idealist tradition can thus determine what could be

because the condition of thought being onto objects at all (having truth conditions) is the possibility of determinate

predictability, and this, determinate discriminability, is the condition of any possible being being what it is and not

anything else.

But this is only at first glance, since it is very natural to proceed from this starting point and then argue that this

is a misleading prejudice because of its conception of logos, thinking or understanding. Accordingly what gets ruled

out as unintelligible (and so impossible) on this reading is based on a misleading notion of intelligibility and once

unencumbered by such a narrow restrictions (whatever they are), we can see Heidegger's project as continuous with

some aspects of the last stages of the metaphysical tradition, in the way Kant and Hegel thought of it, or as

McManus says, a “suitably refined” version that preserves the relation between logos and being, but “refines” the

notion of logos.

I want to object to two features of this approach, or at least I have the space to raise two brief questions.

McManus's formulation makes it look like Heidegger wants to raise the question of being by asking for the right

“measure of the real,” and so to introduce a picture of Heideggerian Dasein as a condition of the intelligibility of the

real in that sense. (McManus thinks Heidegger might have heard an intimation of his view in Kant's equation of

the conditions of experience with the conditions of the objects of experience.) But on the view defended in The Cul-

mination, Heidegger does not want a better answer to the traditional question, one that breaks from too narrow a

view of the understanding; he wants to reject the whole enterprise. That enterprise has taken for granted and so for-

gotten that the fundamental question is not “what is the real and accordingly what sort of access to it is possible?”
but “what is the meaning of being, (Sinn des Seins)” where, he frequently says, that question concerns Being in its

“significance” (Bedeutsamkeit). What is going wrong with the way Plato and Aristotle inaugurated the metaphysical

tradition by understanding being as idea or form is not their views on understanding. Heidegger wants to show that

while our perceptual and cognitive faculties are in play in any fundamental access to the world, what is salient in our

experience are not perceptual and conceptual characteristics, but fundamentally or “originarily” beings in their signif-

icance, meaningfulness, importance, rising or falling in salience, mattering or not, in accordance with practical “com-

portments” with the world. This is sometimes taken to be a view restricted to Being and Time (1927), and that it is

one that he came to reject as subjectivistic. It is one of the tasks of The Culmination to argue that this is not so, and

that this issue of primordial “availability as meaningfulness, mattering” persists throughout as Heidegger's main ques-

tion. And senses of salience, significances, are not objects of propositional attitudes or, more importantly, any form

of apperceptive understanding. It is not the sort of “Sinn” we can be onto via the understanding in any form. We are,

Heidegger says, “attuned” to such significances, and these in ways informed by the horizon of possible significance

in any historical world. This introduces a much different way of thinking about the problem than McManus's refined

view suggests, and it leaves Heidegger with a somewhat paradoxical position. If beings are available in the way they

originally matter, and under the assumptions of metaphysics, the way they matter, what counts in our engagements

with them, is discursive knowability, then the question of the meaningfulness of being has been dogmatically

assumed and many implications follow about everything from our relation to the natural world to our treatment of

each other, all resulting he thinks in modern scientism and technological dependence. What has come to matter to

us has obscured the whole regime of mattering (ultimately as “subjective,” mere projections) and, as Heidegger notes

(and here the paradox), what is phenomenologically “closest” to us has become “farthest” from us.

Second, Heidegger's alternate position, with its notion of attunement to meaningfulness, world, and truth as dis-

closure, suggests a different task for philosophy, one very different from an alternative epistemology. That is,

Heidegger is not trying to “do better” what the metaphysical tradition attempted; he is trying to do something else.
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(This is most obvious in his notion of truth as unconcealment or disclosure, and its rejection of the bivalence

condition. This is not something McManus connects with his notion of “refinement” and would be a separate discus-

sion.) McManus can rightly point out that there is some continuity with the Logic as Metaphysics (LM) thesis since

Heidegger himself often emphasizes what he calls the “belonging together of man and Being,” but he wants to

strongly reject what have been taken to be the implications of this belonging. In his essay, “Hegel and the Greeks,”
he notes, “It has indeed often been remarked that there cannot be an unconcealment in itself, that unconcealment is

after all always unconcealment ‘for someone.’ It is thereby unavoidably ‘subjectivized’” (HG, 334). But he adds,

Nevertheless, must the human being – which is what is being thought here – necessarily be deter-

mined as subject? Does "for human beings" already unconditionally mean: posited by human beings?

We may deny both options, and must recall the fact that aletheia, thought in a Greek manner, cer-

tainly holds sway for human beings, but that the human being remains determined by logos… The

human being is the being that, in saying, lets what is presencing lie before us in its presence, appre-

hending what lies before. Human beings can speak only insofar as they are sayers. Ibid.

But the saying he has in mind is interpretation. (That was already clear in Being and Time: “The phenomenology of

Dasein is a hermeneutic in the primordial signification of this word, where it designates this business of interpreting.”
(BT 37)) And interpretation can certainly be thought of as a way of rendering intelligible. But I would suggest that to

consider it a refinement of the LM thesis obscures what is radical about Heidegger's proposal, and would make it

hard to understand his later thought on “poetic thinking.”

3 | RESPONSE TO ANDREA KERN

Andrea Kern proposes to make a distinction that I do not include in my assessment of Heidegger's critique of

German Idealism, a distinction between a dogmatic rationalism and a dogmatic cognitivism. The distinction will allow

her to defend a “liberated” rationalism, liberated from its identification with cognitivism. Second, she proposes a dif-

ferent reading of the Heideggerian notion of Stimmung, or attunement, different from my account of it as a mode of

primordial disclosure in the availability of anything at all, and so prior to knowledge claims about beings.

The distinction between rationalism and cognitivism is drawn from the work of John McDowell. The key compo-

nent of rationalism in this view is “the objective world or reality is exhausted by what can be truly said to be the

case.” I find McDowell's formulation in line with Hegel's reflections on thinking and being in the Logic, and say so in

my book on the Logic, The Realm of Shadows, emphasizing McDowell's apt formulations about the “unboundedness
of the conceptual,” and “there is no ontological gap between the sort of thing one can mean, or generally the sort of

thing one can think, and the sort of thing that can be the case,” or especially, “The constraint comes from outside

thinking, but not from outside what is thinkable.”2 This formulates the central claim of Hegel's rationalism, but it is

not the end of the story. The main player in that story for Kern and for me is Kant. For what it is to liberate rational-

ism from dogmatism is to distinguish it from cognitivism. The key claim is that the equation in McDowell's rationalism

is a truism, adds nothing substantial to what we know about the world, is not a claim in ontology. If we think it does,

we accept cognitivism; we think that the two sides of the equation, what there is and what can be said to be the

case, must be understood separately and then somehow joined together, whereas in “rationalism,” “neither can be

understood independently of the other.” It certainly seems, at least initially, common-sensically, to be the case that

they obviously can be understood as distinct, and that therefore the equation is hardly straightforwardly analytic. So,

the next part of the story, where Kant makes his appearance, is the question of the source of the “illusion” that the
two “sides” can be understood separately.

(So as not to get lost in terminology, I should note that what is at stake in the cognitivism issue is whether phi-

losophy can establish that the meaning of being is exclusively its discursive availability, and whether this is the case

THE CULMINATION: REPLY TO MY CRITICS 963

 14680378, 2024, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ejop.13001 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [30/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



because of a dogmatic assumption that amounts to a kind of subjective “impositionism” as I have called it, a “posit-
ing” or setzen, as Heidegger puts in in his Kant work, of being as what can be the content of assertions. The claim is

that that this imposition blocks our ability to appreciate that the meaningful availability of being is not originally a

matter of its availability to discursive thinking, and that the consequences of this block go far beyond issues in

epistemology.)

For, famously, Kant thought, at least in all traditional interpretations, that a transcendental deduction was neces-

sary to establish the equation in the formula. (Here I think Kern somewhat misspeaks when she says that “McDowell

thinks that the very idea of such a Deduction already shows a confusion that explains why Kant cannot but fail to

execute his own ambition.” As she goes on to show herself, though, McDowell's reading of the Deduction is pre-

cisely to show that the work it does is to free us from the illusion that a deduction is necessary. This is a heterodox

reading of the deduction, but it is not without textual evidence, although it would require a treatise on the Deduction

to sort out. But since Heidegger thinks that Kant thought he needed a deduction, let me say something very briefly

about this view, which is overwhelmingly the traditional view.)

That view is of course inspired by what Kant himself said at the beginning of the Silent Decade in his famous let-

ter to Herz in 1772, as the critical period proper began with his move away from the Inaugural Dissertation on pre-

cisely this issue. It is worth quoting in full.

Therefore, the pure concepts of the understanding must not be abstracted from sense perceptions,

nor must they express the receptivity of representations through the senses; but though they must

have their origin in the nature of the mind, they are neither caused by the object nor bring the object

itself into being. In my Dissertation, I was content to explain the nature of intellectual representation

in a merely negative way, namely to state that they were not modifications of the mind brought about

by the object. However, I silently passed over the further question of how a representation that refers

to an object without being in any way affected by it can be possible.

(Kant 1999, 133; my emphasis)

The last sentence is the crucial one. It makes clear that Kern's formulation of the equation is anodyne, a truism,

because it broadly represents the identity theory of truth, which McDowell defends. That is, it is a formulation of

what truth amounts to when a proposition is true. But a priori knowledge presents the problem that Kant noted in

the letter: we have no warrant to claim that concepts not derived from experience (but from forms of judgment)

nevertheless are objectively valid for all objects of experience. I agree with Kern's condensed formulation of the

task of, basically, the two parts of the second edition deduction. Kant must show that everything in the deliver-

ances of sensibility must be subject to the categories and, in the second part, that nothing can be presented to

sensibility that is not a priori subject to the categories. The latter is an extraordinarily broad claim that requires a

complex theory of the involvement of our conceptual capacities in our intuitive capacity, and it is hardly a truism,

but a substantial commitment that relativizes the results of the deduction and originates the notion of an unknow-

able thing in itself.

Heidegger is acutely aware of this issue in his brilliant 1929 Kant book, as I try to show in The Culmination in

Chapter Four. I argue there that Heidegger tries to show that Kant was on the verge in the first edition of the

Critique, with its emphasis on the imagination as a possible common root of understanding and sensibility, of shifting

the whole problematic to a different question about meaningful availability, rather than the priority of cognitive

grasping, but that he shifted back to what Kern would call cognitivism in the second edition.

I should also note, although this is even larger a philosophical and textual issue, that Hegel himself does not think

the equation is a truism. He appeared to believe at various points that the Phenomenology of Spirit, by assuming and

then, as a “science of experience,” undermining the assumption that the fundamental forms of thought were not the

forms of being, was a “deduction” of the standpoint of the Logic, and at various points that the Logic, as a “science of

pure thinking” could establish the unthinkability of being, anything at all, without the categorical predicates by which
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